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BEFORE    THE 


VICErCHAJ^CELLOR. 


The  Cases  marked  with  an  asterisk  (*)  are  reported  Ex  'Relatione, 


PRATT  V.  BARKEIL 
PRETTY  V.  BARKER. 


1826. 

3d  Marcb« 
1^ 


Fraud. 
J^ractke. 
Evidence^ 


IHE  Plaintiff,  Pratt,  had  formerly  been  a  Horse- 
dealer.    At  the  time  when  he  executed  the  Deed  after- 
mentioned,  he  was  eighty  years  old,  and  subject  to  fre- 
quent attacks  of  the  gout    The  Defendant,  Barker,  foged^toTOtaJde 
was  a  Surgeon  and  Apothecary,    and,    for    thirteen  a  voluntary 

years,  had  attended  the  Plaintiff,  and  also  was  often  P^^  executed 
•'  .  .     by  an  old  and 

consulted  by  him  respecting  the  management  of  his  infirm  Man  in 

Property :  and,  having  received  the  Dividends  of  some  favour  of  a  Per- 
Stock  for  a  deceased  Sister  of  the  Plaintiff's,  he,  after  ^"^j^  ^im  as  a 

Surgeon,  and 
received  the  Dividends  of  tome  Stock  for  him;  it  apfiearing  that  the 
nature  and  effect  of  the  Deed  were  fully  explained  to  the  Grantor,  by 
his  Solicitor,  before  he  executed  it,  and  that  no  undue  Influence  had 
been  exercised  over  him. 

If  a  Bill  is  amended,  by  adding  Parties,  after  Witnesses  have 
been  Examined,  their  Depositions  cannot  be  read  against  the  new 
Parties. 
Vol.  I.  B 


i826. 

Pratt 

r. 

Barker. 
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her  Decease,  received  them  for  the  Plaintiff.  The 
latier,  being  much  displeased  at  having  to  pay  a 
large  Sum  for  Probate  and  Legacy  Duty  upon  his 
Sister's  Effects,  determined  to  dispose  of  his  Property 
in  his  Life-time  ;  and,  accordingly,  Barker,  by  his  de- 
sire, went  to  Mr.  Sparling,  a  Solicitor  whom  the  Plain- 
tiff had  before  employed,  and  instructed  him  to  prepare 
a  Declaration  of  Trust  of  Two  Sums  of  Stock,  the 
principal  Part  of  the  Plaintiff's  Property,  by  which, 
after  the  Plaintiff's  Decease,  certain  specific  portions 
of  the  Stock  were  to  be  held  in  Trust  for  different 
Persons,  and  the  residue,  for  the  Defendants,  Barker  and 
Osborne,  who  were  to  be  the  Trustees. 


The  Deed  was  accordingly  prepared,  and  executed 
by  the  Plaintiff  on  the  evening  of  the  4th  of  December 
1820. 

The  Bill  alleged  that  the  Plaintiff,  for  some^  years 
before  he  executed  the  Deed,  had  been  incapable,  from 
age  and  infirmities,  of  managing  his  affairs :  that  Bar- 
ker, in  the  course  of  his  attendance  upon  the  Plaintiff, 
had  acquired  great  influence  over  him :  that  the  Plain- 
tiff, when  he  executed  the  Deed,  was  ignorant  of  its 
contents,  and  believed,  from  Barker's  representations, 
that  he  was  making  a  testamentary,  and  not  an  irrevo- 
cable disposition  of  his  Property :  and  it  prayed  that 
the  Deed  might  be  set  aside,  as  having  been  fraudu- 
lently obtained  by  the  Defendants. 


Mr.  Sparling,  however,  who  was  one  of  the  Witnesses 
in  the  Cause,  deposed  that,  notwithstanding  the  in- 
structions he  received  from  Barker,  he  left  blanks,  in 
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the  ingrossment  of  the  Deed^  for  the  names  of  the 
Persons  who  were  to  take  the  residue ;  and  that,  when 
be  attended  the  Plaintiff  with  it  for  execution,  the 
Plaintiff  desired  him  to  fill  up  the  Blanks  with  the  De- 
fendants' names,  that  he  carefully  read  over  and  ex- 
plained to  the  Plaintiff,  the  nature  and  effect  of  the 
Instrument,  and  particularly  pointed  out  to  him  the 
distinction  between  it  and  a  Will:  that  the  Plaintiff 
fully  understood  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  Deed,  ex- 
ecuted it  voluntarily,  and  then  gave  it  to  Barker^  and 
desired  him  to  keep  it. 


1826. 

V 


Pratt 

BARKEa. 


The  Plaintiff  Pratt  having  died  pending  the  suit, 
it  was  revived  by  Prettify  his  Executor. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Wilbraham,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
commented  on  Pratt's  age  and  infirmities,  the  confi- 
dential situation  in  which  Barker  had  stood  to  him, 
and  the  influence  he  had  acquired  over  him :  on  the 
improvidence  of  making  an  irrevocable  disposition  of 
the  Property :  on  Sparling  having  received  his  instruc- 
tions from  Barker,  and  having  had  no  communication 
with  Pratt,  except  late  in  the  evening  on  which  the 
Deed  was  executed,  and  when  Osborne  and  Barker 
were  present :  and  they  cited  Huguenin  v.  Baseley  (a) 
and  Griffiths  v.  Robins  (b). 

Mr.  Heald,  Mr.  Shadwell,  and  Mr.  Spence  appeared 
for  the  Defendants  Osborne  and  Barker,  but  were  not 
required  to  argue  the  case. 


(a)  14  Ves,  273. 


(b)  3Madd.  191. 
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Pbatt 

V. 
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1826.  The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

—         / 

In  the  case  of  Huguemn  v.  Baseley,  the  Defendant 
was  the  confidential  Friend  and  Adviser  of  Mrs.  Hu- 
Barkkr.       gu^nin^  and  was  held  bound  to  establish,  not  only  that 

she  executed  the  Deeds  of  Gift  voluntarily,  but  with 
full  knowledge  of  their  nature,  effect,  and  consequences. 
In  Griffiths  v.  Robins  the  Donor  was  eighty-four  years 
of  age,  and  nearly  blind,  and  dependent  upon  the  as- 
sistance of  the  Defendant,  who  had  married  her  Niece : 
and  I  there  held  that,  to  maintain  a  Gift  under  such 
circumstances,  the  Defendant  must  establish  by  the 
intervention  of  a  third  person,  that  the  Gift  proceeded 
from  the  free-will  of  the  Donor,  and  was  fully  under- 
stood by  her.  The  Defendant,  in  the  present  case, 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  the  confidential  Friend 
and  general  Adviser  of  the  Grantor,  nor  to  have  had 
any  other  influence  with  him  than  naturally  followed 
from  his  long  attendance  upon  the  Grantor  as  his  Sur- 
geon, and  from  his  services  in  receiving  Dividends  for 
him  at  the  Bank,  which,  before  the  death  of  the  Sister, 
he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  receiving  for  her,  as  he 
occasionally  came  to  London;  and  the  Evidence  of 
Mr.  Sparling,  who  drew  the  Deed,  and  who  had  before 
acted  as  the  Attorney  of  the  Grantor,  establishes  the 
intervention  of  a  third  person,  and  the  free-will  of  the 
Grantor,  and  that  he  perfectly  understood  the  difference 
between  a  Deed  and  a  Will,  with  respect  to  the  dispo- 
sition of  his  Property,  and  anxiously  preferred  the 
Deed,  in  order  that  the  Legacy  Duty  might  be  saved, 
which  he  had  then  lately  reluctantly  paid  upon  the 
death  of  his  Sister.  Some  of  the  Evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  very  little  credit. 

Let  the  Bill  be  dismissed  with  Costs. 
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Mr.  Sugden,  Mr.  Pemberton,  and  Mr.  Blackburn  ap- 
peared for  the  Persons,  to  whom  specific  Portions  of 
the  Stock  were  given  by  the  Deed,  and  who  were  made 
Parties  to  the  Suit,  by  Amendment,  after  the  Eridence 
had  been  taken  for  the  Plaintiff;  and,  on  the  Plaintiff's 
Counsel  beginning  to  read  that  Evidence,  submitted 
that  it  could  not  be  read  against  their  Clients,  as  they 
were  not  Parties  when  the  Witnesses  were  examined, 
and  therefore  had  had  no  opportunity  of  cross-examin- 
ing them ;  and  the  Vke-Chanulhr  so  ruled. 


it^. 


PRiiTt 
BABHia. 


DAVIES  V.  WILLIAMS.  (*) 


iStb*3ut 
May. 


v 


PUadkig. 

Supplemental 

Bill. 

Parties. 

Demurrer. 

WhereaPlain- 


1  HIS  was   a   Bill  of  Revivor,  in  a  Creditor's  Suit, 
stating  that,  in  1833,  George  Davies,  since  deceased, 
had  filed  a  Supplemental  Bill  against  the  Defendants 
Williams  and  others,  praying  that  he  might  be  at  liberty 
to  prosecute  the  original  suit  against  the  Defendants, 
and  that  it  might  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  compute  ^^»  ^J  ^^®  P*^ 
subsequent  Interest  on  his  Debt  from  the  foot  of  the  ^^^  Court,  may 
Master's  Report  of  28th  July  1815,  and  on  the  other  obtain  that  Re- 
Debts  mentioned  in  the  Report ;  and  that  the  Master  fo/wW^a  Su"'- 
might  take  an  Account  of  Sums  received,  by  the  De-  plemental  Bill 

was  formerly 

necessary,  and  prefers  the  latter  ooorse,  the  Supplemental  Bill  is  not 

demurrable,  but  the  Proceeding  will  be  taken  into  consideration  on 

the  question  of  Costs. 
'V^ere  one  Executor  has  alone  proved,  he  may  sue  without  making 

the  other  Exeonlers  Parties,  although  they  have  not  renounced. 
A  Speaking  Demurrer  is  where  a  new  fieict  is  introduced  which  is 

necessary  to  support  the  Demurrer. 
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fendants^  in  respect  of  the  Rents  of  certain  Leasehold 
Property,  and  that  what  should  be  found  due  from  them 
might  be  applied^  pro  rata,  towards  the  payment  of  the 
Debt  due  to  him  and  the  other  Creditors. 

The  Bill  further  stated  that  the  Defendants  bad  ap- 
peared to  that  Supplemental  Bill,  but  had  not  put  in 
their  Answers  to  it ;  and  that,  before  any  further  Pro- 
ceedings were  had  in  the  Suit,  George  Davies  died, 
having  made  his  Will,  of  which  he  appointed  the  present 
Plaintiff,  and  two  other  Persons,  Executors ;  but  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  alone  proved  the  Will,  power  being 
reserved  to  the  others  to  prove  it,  when  they  should 
apply  :  and  the  Bill  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  have  the  Suit  revived  and  prosecuted  against 
the  Defendants. 

The  other  Executors  of  G.  Davies  were  not  made 
Parties  to  the  Bill. 

The  Defendant  Williams  put  in  a  Demurrer  to  this 
Bill,  in  the  following  unusual  form : 

"  This  Defendant  by  Protestation,  &c. 


**  And,  for  causes  of  Demurrer,  sheweth  that  the 
said  Bill  of  Revivor  states  no  case,  or  no  sufficient 
case  in  Equity  against  this  Defendant,  and  that  the 
said  Supplemental  Bill,  referred  to  in  and  by  the  said 
Complainant's  said  Bill,  was  an  improper  proceeding ; 
and  that  George  Davies,  therein  named,  if  he  were  en- 
titled to  any  benefit  or  reUef,  as  against  the  Parties 
Defendants  to  the  said  Supplemental  Bill,  or  any  of 
them,  ought  to  have  applied  to  this  Honourable  Court 
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for  the  purposes  tor  which  such  Supplemental  Bill  was 
exhibited,  by  Petition,  and  not  by  Supplemental  Bill ; 
and  that  such  Supplemental  Suit  is  the  only  Suit  sought 
to  be  revived  by  the  said  Bill  of  Revivor  ;  and  that  the 
said  Complainant  hath,  alone,  filed  the  said  Bill  of  Re- 
vivor, as  the  only  legal  personal  Representative  of  the 
said  George  Davies,  deceased,  although  it  appears  by  the 
said  Bill  of  Revivor,  that  he,  by  his  Will,  appointed  John 
George  and  ■  Pearce,  and  the  said  Complainant 

his,  the  said  George  Davies*&  Executors :  and  the  said 
Bill  of  Revivor  states  that  power  has  been  reserved 
to  the  said  John  George  and  ■■  '  Pearce  to  prove 
such  Will,  and  does*  not  state  that  they,  or  either  of  them» 
have  or  hath  renounced  or  declined  to  prove :  and  which 
said  George  Davies  and  ■  Pearce  are  not  Parties 

to  this  Suit    Wherefore,  8cc. 

Mr.  Kmght  for  the  Demurrer  insisted  on  the  various 
objections  to  the  Bill  which  were  pointed  out  in  the 
Demurrer. 

Mr.  Simpldnson  for  the  Bill  argued  that  it  was  a  pro- 
per Case  for  a  Supplemental  Bill ;  and  objected  that  the 
Demurrer  was  a  speaking  Demurrer,  and  therefore  bad. ' 

The  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

The  Supplemental  Bill  in  this  Case  is  not  rendered 
an  irregular  Proceeding,  because,  by  the  present  Prac- 
tice, the  Court  would  have  enabled  the  Plaintiff  to  pro- 
secute the  former  Decree  without  a  new  Bill. 

This  circumstance  will  be  entitled  to  Consideration 
upon  the  question  of  Costs. 


1826. 


Davibs 

V. 

Williams. 
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1896. 
Bavibs 

V. 

Williams. 


Where  one  Executor  has  alone  proved,  he  may  sue 
in  Equity,  as  well  as  at  Law,  without  naming  the  others 
as  Parties. 

The  argumentative  part  of  the  Demurrer  ought  not 
to  have  been  introduced :  but  it  is  mere  surplusage,  and 
does  nor  render  the  Demurrer  a  speaking  Demurrer.  A 
speaking  Demurrer  is,  where  a  fiict  is  introduced  which 
is  necessary  to  support  the  Demurrer. 

Demurrer  o^rruled. 


3d  June. 


BROMLEY  V.  SMITH. 


Pleading. 

Parties* 

AttTney- 

GeneraL 


A  few  of  a 


jBY  an  Act  of  Parliament,  passed  in  the  40th  Geo.  3, 
for  enclosing  and  allotting  certain  Waste  Lands  in  the 
Parish  of  Saint  Mary,  in  Stafford,  over  which  the  House- 
holders, being  Parishioners  within  that  Borough,  were 
large  number  of  entitled  to  Rights  of  Common,  the  Occupiers  of  Houses, 
fSasK  of  the  yearly  value  of  5/-  within  the  Borough,  or  any 
behalf  of  them-  seven  or  more  of  them  were  empowered  to  meet,  at  the 
selv^  and  the  ^^leg  and  places  therein  mentioned,  for  the  purpose 
against  acts  in-  of  making  Rules  and  Regulations  for  the  cultivation 
jurious  to  their    ^nd  management  of  the  Allotments,  to  appoint  a  Trear 

surer  and  certain  other  Officers,  and  to  raise  Money  by 
Rates  on  such  Occupiers  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the 
Rules  and  Regulations  into  effect. 

prove  of  the  in- 
stitution of  the  Suit ;  and  the  Attorney-General  need  not  be  a  Party 
to  it ;  but  where  the  whole  Body  concur  in  an  abuse,  the  Suit  must 
be  instituted  by  the  Attomey-GeDcral. 


common  right, 
although  the 
majority  ap- 
prove of  those 
acts,  and  disap- 
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This  Act  was  put  in  force  soon  after  it  was  past. 

In  1821,  one  Bagnall,  who  had  been  removed,  for 
miscondticty  from  an  office  which  he  held  under  the  Act, 
obtained  a  yerdict,  in  an  Action  for  a  Libel  brought 
against  the  Defendant,  Utidertooodf  who  was  the  then 
Treasurer  under  the  Act,  for  Damages  and  Costs  to  the 
amount  of  300/.  In  March  1822,  l7iu2eni70(Mi  resigned 
the  Treasurershipy  and  the  other  Defendant,  Smith,  suc- 
ceeded him.  Smith,  out  of  Money  arising  from  the  Rates 
made  pursuant  to  the  Act,  paid  107/.  155.  i^d.  to 
UnderwooJ^s  Attorney,  in  part  discharge  of  the  Costs  of 
the  Action. 


18^ 
Bbomlst 
Smith. 


The  Bill  was  filed  by  nine  persons,  who  were  House- 
holders and  Parishioners  within  the  Borough  of  Stafford, 
on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other  the  Household- 
ers being  Parishioners  within  the  Borough,  except 
Smith  and  Underwood ;  and,  after  stating  to  the  effect 
before  mentioned,  it  alleged  that  the  last-mentioned 
payment  was  a  misapplication  of  the  Rates :  that  the 
Householders  being  Parishioners  within  the  Borough  of 
Stafford,  who  were  interested  in  the  Allotments,  were 
very  numerous,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  unable  to 
make  all  of  them  Parties  to  the  Suit.  It  prayed  for  an 
Account  of  the  Rates  received  by  the  Defendants  during 
their  respective  Treasurerships,  and  that  the  Balance 
remaining  in  their  hands  might  be  applied  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Act ;  that  they  might  be  decreed  to  re- 
place what  they  had  misapplied,  and  be  restrained  from 
ftirther  misapplying  the  Monies  arising  from  the  Rates. 

Both  the  Defendants  stated  in  their  answers  that  the 
Action  for  a  Libel  arose  out  of  Aets  done  by  l/mfer- 
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1826. 

' V 

Bromley 

V. 

Smith. 


wood,  in  obedience  to  orders  made  by  the  Householder? 
present  at  certain  meetings ;  and  that  the  Costs  of  the 
Action  also  had  been  paid  out  of  the  Rates  in  obe- 
dience to  orders  made  in  like  manner,  and  had  been 
allowed  the  Treasurer  in  passing  his  Accounts;  and 
that  the  majority  of  the  Householders  were  averse  to 
the  institution  of  this  Suit,  and  approved  of  the  acts 
complained  of  in  the  Bill.  These  statements  were  sup- 
ported by  evidence. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Ludlow  for  the  Plaintiffs  contended 
that  the  Householders  had  no  discretionary  power  as  to 
the  application  of  the  Rates :  that  they  could  apply 
them  to  no  other  purposes  than  those  prescribed  by  the 
Act :  that,  by  the  misapplication  complained  of  in  the 
Billy  all  the  Householders  were  injured,  as  more  Money 
must  necessarily  be  collected  from  them  than  would  have 
been  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  and  that 
therefore  any  of  them  had  a  right  to  seek  redress  for  the 
injury  they  had  sustained. 


Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Piddock  for  the  Defendants 
relied  pn  the  proceedings  complained  of  having  been 
sanctioned  by  the  majority  of  the  Householders ; 
and  insisted  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  no  right  to  instil 
tute  this  Suit  against  the  wishes  of  that  majority; 
and  that  if  there  had  been  any  abuse,  the  only  mode 
of  redressing  it  was  an  information  filed  by  the  Attor^ 
netf^General. 

The  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

Where  a  matter  is  necessarily  injurious  to  the  com* 
men  right,  the  majority  of  the  persons  interested  can 
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neither  excuse  the  wrong,  nor  deprive  all  other  Parties 
of  their  remedy  by  Suit. 

The  Attorney 'General  may  file  an  Information,  in  a 
Case  like  this,  in  respect  of  the  public  nature  of  the 
right;  and  the  proceeding  must  be  by  the  Attorney^ 
General  where  all  Persons  interested  are  Parties  to  the 
abuse ;  but  where  that  is  not  the  case,  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  principle  or  authority  which  makes  it  necessary 
that  he  should  be  before  the  Court  (a.) 


1826. 

• 


■V 


Bromlbt 

V. 

Smith. 


(fl)  See  Meux  v.  Maltby,  2  Swans.  377. 


6th  July. 

* ^^— ^ 

Practice* 

Attachment 

Afutoer. 


DE  TASTET  v.  LOPEZ. 

The  Plaintiff  filed  a  Supplemental  Bill,  to  which  the 
Defendant  put  in  an  Answer  which  was  excepted  to ;  and 
the  Master  allowed  the  Exceptions.    The  Plaintiff  then 
obtained  an  Order  to  amend  his  Supplemental  Bill,  and      -,       T 
for  the  Defendant  to  answer  the  Amendments  and  Ex-  an  Answer 
ceptions  at  the  same  time.    The  Defendant  put  in  an  having  been  d- 
Answer  to  the  Amendments   and  Exceptions.     The  obtained  an  Or- 
Plaintiff  excepted  to  the  Answer  to  the  Amendments,  der  to  amend, 

and  referred  the  Answer  back  upon  the  old  Exceptions.  ^  .?'^    ^  ®°" 

/  '^  dant  to  answer 

The  Master  allowed  the  Exceptions  to  the  Amendments  the  Exceptions 

and  also  the  old  Exceptions ;  upon  which  the  Plaintiff  ^^^  Amend- 

obtained  a  second  Order  to  amend  his  Supplemental  ^^^^  ^^^^ . 

Bill,  and  for  the  Defendant  to  answer  the  further  Amend-  Defendant  put  in 

ments  and  Exceptions  to  the  amended  Bill,  and  the  jSkg  ^^^^i? 

Bill  only.  The 
Plaintiff  then  issued  an  Attachment :  Held  that  it  was  irregular*  and  that 
Plaintiff  ought  to  have  moved  to  take  the  second  Answer  off  the  file. 


V. 
LOPBS. 
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i8a6.         old  Exceptions  at  the  same  time.    The  Defendant  then 
''  put  in  an  Answer,  which  was  intituled,  and  was  in  fact, 

Dl  Tastbt     j^  Answer  to  the  amended  Supplemental  Bill  only,  and 

was  not  intituled,  and  was  not  a  further  Answer  to  the 
original  Supplemental  Bill.  The  Plaintiff  then  sealed 
an  Attachment  for  want  of  an  Answer  to  the  Supple- 
mental Bill. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Wakefield,  for  the  Defendant,  now 
moved  to  discharge  the  Attachment,  and  contended 
that  it  had  issued  irregularly^  because  the  Plaintiff  ought 
to  have  moved  to  take  the  last  Answer  off  the  file,  as  not 
being  an  Answer  according  to  the  Order  and  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Court. 

Mr.  PepySj  for  the  Plaintiff,  opposed  the  Motion. 

The  Vic^-Cuancbllor: — 

This  Attachment  is  irregular.  The  Plaintiff  should 
either  have  moved  to  take  the  last  Answer  off  the  file, 
as  the  title  of  the  Answer  does  not  correspond  with  the 
Order :  or  if,  for  any  reason,  he  desired  to  keep  the  last 
Answer  on  the  file,  he  ought  to  have  moved,  specially, 
for  permission  to  issue  an  Attachment,  in  order  to  en- 
force an  Answer  to  the  Exceptions  to  the  Original  and 
Supplemental  Bill. 
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99d  Jdy. 
14th  August. 

SCOTT  V.  HANSON.  Vendor  and 

Purchoier. 

An  Estate,  sold  by  auction,   was  described,  in  the    Mureprttentor 
particulars  of  sale,  as  consisting  of  Fourteen  Acres  of  ....^ 

uncommonly  rich  Water  Meadow  Land,  let  on  lease  A  piece  of 
with  other  Land  for  a  term  of  which  Four  Years  were  fe^J  ^^red 
unexpired ;  and  it  was  then  stated  that  the  apportioned  was  described  in 

Rent  for  this  Lot  was  75  /.  ^^«  Particular  as 

'  uncommonly 

Rich  Water 
A  Suit  having  been  instituted  by  the  Vendor  for  a  Meadow :  Held 

specific  performance  of  the  Contract,  it  appeared  in  ^^^jj  ^  niisre- 
evidence,  that,  on  account  of  the  high  level  of  this  presentation  as 
Meadow  and  the  low  level  of  some  adjoining  land,  the  wodd  avoid  the 
former  was  imperfectly  watered.    It  was  objected,  for 
the  Purchaser,  that  it  was  not  proved  to  be  a  Water 
Meadow.    But  the  Vice-chancellor ^  ruling  that  a  Mea- 
dow which  was  watered,  tliough  imperfectly,  was  not 
improperly  described  as  a  Water  Meadow,  it  was  then 
insisted  that  to  describe  it,  in  the  particular,  as  uncom- 
monly rich  Water  Meadow  Land,  was  a  misrepresenta^ 
tion ;  and  that  a  Court  of  Equity  ought  not  to  assist 
the  Vendor,  but  should  leave  him  to  his  Action  at 
Law. 

For  the  Vendor  it  was  argued  that  the  principles  as 
to  representation  were  the  same  in  Equity  as  at  Law : 
that  the  real  quality  of  this  Land,  being  an  object  of 
sense,  and  obvious  to  ordinary  diligence,  it  was  the 
fault  of  the  Purchaser  if  he  did  not  inspect  it  and  judge 
for  himself:  that,  the  amount  of  the  annual  Bent  being 
stated,  which  was  the  criterion  of  the  Value,  the  Pur- 
chaser could  not  be  deceived :  that  when  the  Land  was 
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said  to  be  uncommonly  rich^  it  was  spoken  of  compa- 
^  ratively  only ;  and  that  the  question  throughout  the 

t*.  Cause  had  been,  not  whether  the  Land  was  uncommonly 

Hanson.       rich  Water  Meadow,  but  whether  it  was  Water  Mea- 
dow at  all. 

The   Cases    cited  for   the  Plaintiff  were  Teuton  v. 
Browne  {a),  and  Trower  v.  Newcome  (6). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  took  time  to  consider  the  Case, 
and  then  gave  Judgment  to  the  following  effect : 

I  do  not  accede  to  the  argument  that  the  principles 
upon  the  subject  of  Representation  are  uniformly  the 
same  in  Equity  as  at  Law :  for,  in  the  Case  of  Stewart 
V.  Alliston  (c),  Lord  Eldon,  C.  states  the  doctrine  of  the 
Court  to  be  otherwise.  In  a  Bill  for  a  specific  perform- 
ance it  is  not  sufficient  to  say  that  the  Purchaser  has 
been  negligent,  if  the  Vendor,  who  seeks  the  aid  of  a 
Court  of  Equity,  has,  in  his  conduct,  been  incorrect. 
I  agree  with  Sir  William  Grants  M.  U. ;  in  the  Case  of 
Troicer  v.  Newcome,  that  a  Representation  which  is 
vague  and  indefinite  is  to  be  treated,  by  a  Purchaser, 
only  as  a  ground  for  enquiry ;  and  the  doubt  in  that 
Case  is  whether  the  Purchaser  was  not  justified  in  con- 
cluding that  the  Representation  amounted  to  a  state- 
ment that  the  Incumbent  was  Eighty-two  years  of  age. 
Unless  the  expression,  used  in  this  Case,  can  be  consi- 
dered as  a  Representation  that  the  Land  in  question 
was  not  imperfectly,  but  perfectly  watered,  then  the  ex- 
pression is  vague  and  indefinite;  and,  upon  the  best 
consideration  I  can  give  this  Case,  I  think  I  should 
strain  the  meaning  of  the  words   ''uncommonly  rich 

i(fl)  14.  Ves.  144        {b)  3  Mer.  704.        (c)  1  Wer.  26. 
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Water  Meadow  Land,"  if  I  were  not  to  confine  the  mean- 
ing to  the  quality  of  the  Land,  and,  in  that  sense^  it 
professes  to  be  nothing  more  than  the  loose  opinion  of 
the  Auctioneer,  or  Vendor,  as  to  the  obvious  quality  of 
the  Land,  upon  which  the  Vendee  ought  not  to  have 
placed,  and  cannot  be  considered  to  have  placed  any 
reliance.  I  lay  no  stress  upon  the  circumstance  that  a 
Rent  of  the  Land  is  mentioned  in  the  particular  of 
sale ;  because  it  is  not  a  Rent  fixed  by  contract  with 
the  Lessee,  but  a  part  of  a  gross  Rent,  paid  for  the 
Land  in  question  and  other  Premises  comprised  in  the 
same  Lease ;  and  is  arbirtanly  apportioned  by  the  Ven- 
dor. The  Purchaser  must  therefore  complete  his  Con- 
tract. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Jacob  appeared  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. 

Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  Girdlesione  for  the  Defendant. 
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Scott 
Hanson. 


VICARYt;.WIDGER.(*) 
1  HIS  was  a  Bill  of  Interpleader. 


7th  July. 

Injunction. 

Interpleader* 

Practice. 


The   Plaintiff 


The  Plaintiff  obtained  the  common  lipjunction  for 
want  of  an  Answer,  and,  afterwards  obtained  a  special 
Injunction  to  stay  all  proceedings,  upon  payment  of  the  in  a  Bill  of  In- 

Money  in  dispute  into  Court.  Sratoncr^^^ 

a  special  Injunc- 
tioD  on  payment  of  the  Money  into  Court,  without  first  obtaining  the 
common  Injunction. 


i6  CASES   IN  CHANCERY. 

1826.  One  of  the  Defendants  put  in  bis  Answer  and  ob- 

-  tained  an  Order,  nm,  to  dissolve  the  Injunction. 

Vic  ART 

V, 

WiDoxR.  Th%t  Defendant  now  moved  to  make  the  Order  nisi, 

di)solute. 


Mr.  Kn^ht  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Vicb-Chancbllob  : 

The  common  Injunction,  as  the  practice  is  now  set- 
tled, was  a  superfluous  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff;  but,  an  Order  to  dissolve  it,  would  be  a  useless 
expense,  as  it  would  leave  the  special  Injunction  in 
force. 

I  once  thought  it  might  be  useful,  never  to  grant  the 
special  Injunction,  upon  an  interpleading  Bill,  unless 
the  Plaintiff  had  first  obtained  the  common  Injunction. 
And  my  reason  was,  that  it  would  compel  the  inter- 
pleading Plaintiff  to  have  recourse  to  this  Court,  in  an 
early  stage  of  the  proceedings  at  Law,  and  before  much 
expense  was  incurred  there ;  instead  of  leaving  him  at 
liberty  to  file  his  Bill  the  day  before  the  trial,  and  after 
all  the  expense  was  incurred  at  Law.  But  a  subsequent 
Case,  before  the  Lord-Chancellor,  has  settled  the  prac- 
tice otherwise. 
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l*8a6. 
DAVID  V.  WILLIAMS.  (*)  14th  &  24th 

July. 

IHE  Master  having  reported  the  Ansv^er  imperti-        Practice. 
nent,  the  Defendant,  on  the  loth  of  May,  filed  Excep-       Escfption. 
tions  to  the  Report,  and,  on  the  11th,  obtained  an  An  Exce^ 
Order  to  set  down  the  Exceptions.    He  set  them  down  may  be  regularly 

accordingly,  and,  on  the  same  day,  obtained  a  Certi-  JJ®^  ^,^® 

A     .J  A  I         X.  J   !_     Master's  Report 

ficate  of  having  so  done;  and,  on  the  13th,  served  the  a^  to  Imperti- 

Piaintiff  with  the  Order  and  Certificate.  oence  after  the 

Order  toex- 
punge,  and  at 
On  the  iith  of  May,  the  Plaintiff  had  taken  out  a  any  time  before 

Warrant  to  expunge  the  impertinence  and  tax  the  Costs,  ^  ImpeitineDt 
and  attended  upon  that  Warrant.  On  the  13th,  but  after  ij  expunged, 
the  Plaintiff  was  served  with  the  Order  and  Certificate, 
the  impertinence  was  expunged.  The  Plaintiff  then 
sued  out  a  Subpcena  for  the  Costs,  and  issued  an  At- 
tachment against  the  Defendant.  The  Defendant  now 
moved  to  discharge  the  Attachment  for  irregularity, 
with  Costs. 

Mr.  Knight^  for  the  Motion,  cited  Norway  v,  Rowe 
(a),  and  said  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  right  to  expunge 
the  impertinence,  after  an  Exception  had  been  regularly 
set  down :  and  that  an  Exception  might  be  regularly 
filed,  at  any  time  before  the  Order  to  expunge  was  ac- 
tually executed. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Roots,  conlrd,  contended  that, 
after  the  Order  to  expunge  was  regularly  made  and 

(a)  1  Mtr.  135. 
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drawn  up,  it  was  too  kite  to  file  an  Exception  ;  and  that 
the  Order  to  expunge  had  been  properly  acted  upon, 
and  the  Attachment  regularly  issued. 

The  Case  was  ordered  to  stand  over  that  the  Regis- 
trar might  inquire  into  the  practice. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  ; — 

The  question  is  whether  the  Plaintiff  has  been  regular 
in  his  proceeding.  Upon  inquiry  into  the  practice, 
I  find  that  the  Plaintiff  is  irregular,  and  that  the  De- 
fendant is  at  liberty  to  except  to  the  Masters  Report 
of  impertinence  after  the  Order  to  expunge,  and  at  any 
time  before  any  proceeding  on  that  Order. 


fiSth  January 
Ac  13th  July,  ONSLOW  V.  ONSLOW.  (*) 

^L^J{      "^^^^  Bill  was  filed,  by  the  suryiying  Trustee  under 

Widow.         the  Marriage  Settlement  of  the  late  Sir  Francis  Samuel 

"~"  Drake,  praying  that  the  Rights  and  Interests  of  the 

Estate  of  an  Ho-  Defendants    in   the  sum  of  7,500/.    three    per  cent. 

norary  Freeman  consols,  and  in  certain  Furniture  and  Effects  included 

of  the  City  of 

London,  is  in 

case  of  his  dy- 

ing  intestate 

distributable 

according  to  the       ^^  ^782,  in  consequence  of  Lord  Rodriey^s  victory. 

Custom  of  Lon-    Sir  Francis  Samuel  Drake,  who  was  an  Admiral  in  the 
Widow  is  not       Royal  Navy,  was  presented  with  the  Freedom  of  the 

barred  of  her 

Customary  Share  by  a  Settlement  which  is  expressed  to  be  in  lieu  of 
all  Dower,  or  Thirds  or  other  Portion  at  Conmion  Law  or  otherwiie, 
out  of  bis  Freehold  and  Copyhold  Lands. 


in  the  Settlement,  might  be  ascertained  and  declared 
by  the  decree  of  the  Court. 
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City  of  London ;  and,  on  the  5th  of  August  1 784,  was 
made  a  Liveryman  of  the  Grocer's  Company^  and  took 
the  Oaths. 

By  the  Settlement  on  the  Marriage  of  Sir  Francis 
Samuel  Drake   with  Miss  Pooley  Onslow,   dated  the 
21  st  and    22d   of  January   1788,    it  was   witnessed 
thaty  ^'  for  making  a  competent  Jointure  for  the  said 
Pooley  Onslow,   in  case  she  should   survive  the  said 
Sir  F.  S.  Drake,  in  bar  of  Dower,  and  for  making  a 
Provision  for  the  Children  or  Issue  of  the  Marriage," 
certain  real  Estates  of  Sir  Francis  Samuel  Drake  were 
conveyed  to  Trustees,  to  the  use  of  Sir  jF.  S.  Drake, 
and  his  Assigns,  for  his  life ;  with  remainder  to  Miss 
Onslow,  and  her  Assigns,  for  her  life ;  and  it  was  de- 
clared that  a  sum  of  15,000/.  three  per  cent,  consols, 
which  Sir  F.  S.  Drake  had  transferred  to  the  same 
Trustees,  should  be  held  by  them  upon  Trust  to  per- 
mit Sir  F.  S.  Drake,  or  his  Assigns,  to  receive  the 
Dividends  during  his  life,  and,  in  case  his  intended 
Wife  should  survive  him,  upon  Trust  to  permit  her  and 
her  Assigns  to  receive  the  Dividends  for  her  own  use 
for  her  life ;  and  the  Settlement  contained  divers  li- 
mitations over,  as  well  of  the  real  Estates  as  of  the 
Stock,  in  favour  of  Children  of  the   Marriage,  with 
an  ultimate  limitation,  in  default  of  Issue  of  the  Mar- 
riage, to  Sir  F.  S.  Drake,  his  Heirs,  Executors,  Admi- 
nistrators and  Assigns  :    and  it  also   contained  the 
following  declaration : 


>9 


18-26. 


Onslow 

V. 

Onslow. 


'*  It  is  expressly  declared  and  agreed  that  the  Pro- 
vision and  Settlement,  hereinbefore  made  for  the  said 
Pooley  Onslow,  in  case  she  should  happen  to  survive 
the  said  Sir  Francis  Samuel  Drake,  is,  or  is  intended, 
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or  hereby  declared  to  be,  and  shall  and  is,  at  all  times 

hereaflery  to  be  construed,  deemed  and  taken  to  be  in 

Onslow        ^xq^^  fuU  satisfaction  and  bar  of  all  Dower  or  Thirds,  or 

^  other  Portion,  at  Common  Law  or  otherwise,  which  she 

the  said  Fooley  Onslow,  can,  shall  or  may,  have,  claim 
or  demand,  out  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  Freehold  or 
Copyhold  Lands,  Hereditaments  and  Premises  of  the 
said  Sir  Francis  Samuel  Drake." 

In  1789,  Sir  Francis  Samuel  Drake  died  intestate, 
and  without  Issue  of  the  Marriage,  leaving  Dame  Fooley 
Drake,  his  Widow,  surviving.  By  the  death  and  intes- 
tacy of  Sir  jP.  5.  Drake,  his  Widow  became  entitled  to 
a  moiety  of  the  15,000/.  three  per  cent,  consols ; 
which  was  accordingly  transferred  to  her.  The  other 
moiety  continued  invested  in  the  name  of  the  Plaintiff, 
upon  the  Trusts  of  the  Settlement ;  and  the  Dividends 
were  duly  paid  to  the  Widow,  and,  on  her  marrying 
again,  to  her  second  Husband,  till  1822,  when  she  died. 
Her  second  Husband,  Mr.  Serjeatit  Onslow,  who  was 
one  of  the  Defendants  to  this  suit,  insisted  that 
Sir  Francis  Samuel  Drake  having  been,  at  the  time  of 
the  Settlement  and  till  his  Death,  a  Freeman  of  the 
City  of  London,  his  Widow  was  not  barred  of  her 
rights,  by  the  Custom  of  the  City,  to  the  personal 
Estate  of  her  late  Husband;  and  that,  in  the  events 
which  had  happened,  she  was  entitled  by  such  Custom 
to  one  half  of  the  personal  Estate  of  Sir  F.  S.  Drake, 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  to  one  half  part  of  the 
remaining  half  of  such  personal  Estate,  under  the  Sta- 
tute of  Distributions ;  and,  therefore,  required  the  Plain- 
tiff to  transfer  to  him  one  half  part  of  the  7,500/. 
three  per  cent,  consols. 
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The  other  Defendant  was  the  personal  Representa- 
tive of  Sir  F,  S.  Drake,  who  insisted  that  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Settlement  the  Widow  was  barred  of  all 
right  by  the  Custom  of  London. 

When  the  Cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  26th  of 
January  1826,  it  was  made  a  question  whether  Hono* 
rary  Freemen  were  subject  to  the  Custom  of  London  as 
to  the  distribution  of  their  Estate  in  the  case  of  intes" 
tacy.  The  Vtce-Chancellory  therefore,  ordered  that  the 
Cause  should  stand  over;  ''and  that  the  Lord  Mayor 
and  Aldermen  of  the  City  of  London  do  certify  the 
Custom  of  the  said  City,  by  the  mouth  of  the  Recor* 
der  of  the  said  City,. on  the  following  points,  namely : 

"  First,  whether  Sir  F.  S.  Drake,  the  intestate  in  the 
Pleadings  of  this  Cause  named,  and  who  was  not  free 
of  the  said  City  by  Birth,  or  by  Servitude,  or  by  Pur- 
chase, or  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid,  was,  at  the  time, 
a  Freeman  of  the  City  of  London,  in  the  sense,  mean* 
ing  and  operation  of  the  Custom  of  the  said  City, 
relating  to  the  distribution  of  the  Effects  of  Freemen 
who  die  intestate  ? 
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Onslow. 
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And,  in  case  the  Custom  of  the  City  of  London  as 
to  the  distribution  of  the  personal  Estate  applied  to 
such  a  Freeman  as  the  said  Sir  JP.  5.  Drake  was ;  then. 


^  Secondly,  whether  there  is  any  Custom  of  the  City 
of  London,  by  virtue  whereof  the  Widow  of  a  Free- 
man, having  the  Benefit  and  Provision  of  such  a  Set- 
tlement as  the  Settlement  in  the  Pleadings  in  this  Cause 
stated,  is  debarred  from  her  customary  Share  of  bis 
personal  Estate  V* 
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1826.  On  the  13th  of  July  1826,  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen 

of  the  city  of  London,  by  word  of  mouth  of  the  Re- 
corder, who  appeared  in  Court  for  that  purpose,  certi- 
fied as  follows : — 


Onslow 

V. 

Onslow* 


"  We,  the  said  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  the  said 
^^^Vf  ^y  Newman  Knowlys,  Esq.  the  Recorder  of  the 
City,  by  word  of  mouth  of  the  said  Recorder,  accord^ 
ing  to  the  Custom  of  the  said  City,  do,  in  obedience  to 
the  annexed  order,  humbly  certify  that  Sir  F.  S.  Drake 
was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a  Freeman  of  the  City 
of  London,  in  the  sense,  meaning  and  operation  of  the 
Custom  of  the  said  City,  relating  to  the  distribution 
of  the  Effects  of  Freemen  who  die  intestate ;  and  we 
further  certify,  in  like  manner,  by  the  mouth  of  the  said 
Recorder,  that  there  is  not  any  Custom  of  the  City  of 
London  by  virtue  whereof  the  Widow,  having  the  Be- 
nefit and  Provision  of  the  Settlement  in  the  Pleadings 
in  the  said  Cause  stated,  is  debarred  from  her  cus- 
tomary Share  of  the  Intestate's  personal  Estate.'' 

And  the  Recorder  then,  for  the  better  certainty  of 
the  Court,  delivered  in  a  veritten  Certificate  to  the 
same  effect ;  which  was  signed  by  the  Lord  Mayor  and 
Twelve  Aldermen. 

Mr.  Wakefield  for  the  Plaijitiff. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Daniel  for  the  personal  Repre- 
sentative of  Sir  F.  S.  Drake. 

Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Shadwell,  Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Ellwm 
for  Mr.  Serjeant  Onslow. 
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The  following  Cases  were  mentioned: — PoU  r. 
Lee  (a),  Lewin  v.  Lewin  (b),  Atkins  v.  Waterson  (c), 
Babington  v.  Greenwood  {d). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  decreed  according  to  the  effect 
of  the  Certificate. 

Reg.  Lib.  1825.  B.  f.  1582. 


1826. 


Onslow 

V. 

Onslow. 


(a)  1  Eq.  Abr.  157.       (h)  3  P.  W.  15.        (c)  1  Eq.  Abr.  159. 

((f)"  1  P.  W.  530.    Pre.  Cha*  505. 


COCKERELL  v.  BARBER.  (*) 

Charles  barber,  by  his  wm,  gave  to  his 

Friend  and  Partner^  JbA/i  Palmer  100,000  Sicca  Rupees, 
to  be  paid  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be  after  his 
death,  and  appointed  Palmer  his  Executor.  By  a  Co- 
dicil he  gave  to  Palmer,  whom  he  described  as  the  Ex- 
ecutor named  in  his  Will,  200,000  Sicca  Rupees  in  ad- 
dition to  the  100,000  Rupees. 

The  Master^s  Report  stated  that  Mr.  Palmer  had  re- 
tained the  100,000  Sicca  Rupees,  out  of  assets  come  to 
his  hands,  and  that  a  balance  was  due  to  him  in  respect 
of  the  200,000  Sicca  Rupees.  It  also  appeared,  by  the 
Report,  that  Mr.  Palmer,  or  some  person  for  his  use 
had  received,  on  account  of  the  Testator's  personal  Es- 
tate not  specifically  bequeathed,  407,492  Sicca  Rupees, 
and  had  thereout  paid  376,1 78  like  Rupees,  which  he 
was  allowed  by  the  Master.  Mr.  Palmer  also  claimed, 
before  the  Master,  20,374  Sicca  Rupees,  being  a  com« 
mission,  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent,  for  collecting  the 

4^ 


5th  July. 
ISC  August. 

V ' 

Executor. 


An  Executor 
in  India  is  enti- 
tled to  a  Com- 
mission of  5  per 
cent  on  all  As- 
sets of  a  Testator 
collected  by  him 
there,  including 
the  Assets  which 
he  retains  in  re- 
spect of a  Legacy 
to  himself  not 
given  to  him  in 
the  chat  acter  of 
Executor,  and 
includingMonies 
belonging  to  the 
Testator,  which 
were  in  the 
hands  of  a  Com- 
mercial House  in 
which  theExecu- 
tor  was,  and  the 
Testator  had 
been  a  Partner •> 
Scfnble, 


24 

cockkrkll 
Barbbr, 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 

Estate  of  the  Testator ;  and,  the  Master  haviog  dfsal^ 
lowed  the  claim,  he  excepted  to  the  Report. 

Oq  the  2gth  of  June  1818  the  Exception  was  heard, 
and  the  Vice-chancellor  referred  it  back  to  the  Master  to 
inquire,  whether,  according  to  the  course  of  the  Court 
in  India,  an  Executor,  who  is  also  a  Legatee,  has  a  right 
to  charge  Commission. 

On  the  ttsd  of  June  iSsi,  on  a  rehearing  of  the  Excep- 
tion, the  Ftce-CAa7ire//ar  ordered  that  it  should  be  referred 
to  the  Master  to  inquire,  whether,  according  to  the  course 
of  the  Court  in  India,  an  Executor,  who  is  also  a  Legatee, 
but  having  his  legacy  not  given  to  him  in  the  character 
of  Executor  in  India,  is  entitled  to  Commission,  at  the 
rate  of  5  per  cent,  for  collecting  the  Estate  of  a  Testa- 
tor in  India ;  and,  in  case  the  Master  should  find  that, 
according  to  the  usage  in  India,  such  Executor  and 
Legatee  is  entitled  to  such  Commission,  then  that  the 
Master  should  inquire  and  state  to  the  Court  whether 
Palmer  was  entitled  to  such  Commission,  upon  the 
receipt  of  such  part  of  the  Testator's  Estate  as  was  neces- 
sary for  the  payment  of  his  Legacies,  or  any  and  which 
of  them ;  and  also  whether  he  was  entitled  to  such 
Commission  in  respect  of  so  much  of  the  Testator's 
Estate  as,  at  the  time  of  the  Testator's  death,  consisted 
of  Money  or  Securities  for  Money  in  the  hands  of 
Palmer,  and  his  Copartners  in  trade  in  India,  of  whom 
the  Testator  was  one,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  with 
liberty  to  the  Master  to  state  any  special  circumtances. 

The  Master,  by  his  Report,  made  pursuant  of  this 
Order,  stated  that  a  case  and  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Ser- 
jeant Spankie  *  thereon  had,  amongst  other  documentSi^ 

*  Late  Advocate-General  at  Calcutta. 


CASES    IN  CHANCERY.. 

been  laid  before  him,  and  that  the  Solicitors  for  all 
Parties  had  agreed  to  his  receiving  this  case  and  opinion 
in  evidence ;  and  that,  upon  considering  the  several  mat- 
ters referred  to  him,  and  what  had  been  laid  before  him, 
he  was  of  opinion,  and,  therefore,  found  that,  according 
to  the  course  of  the  Court  in  India,  and  the  usage  there, 
an  Executor,  who  was  also  a  Legatee,  but  not  having 
his  legacy  given  to  him  in  the  character  of  Executor 
in  India,  was  entitled  to  a  Commission,  at  the  rate  of 
five  per  cent,  for  collecting  the  Estate  of  a  Testator  in 
hidia ;  and  that  he  was  so  entitled  on  all  sums  collected 
and  received  by  him,  and  with  which  he  was  chargeable 
in  his  account  of  assets,  without  distinction  as  to  the 
same  being  necessary  for  the  payment  of  legacies  or 
debts,  or  otherwise,  and  without  regard  to  the  circum- 
stance, when  it  occurred,  that  such  assets  had  arisen 
from  debts  due  to  the  Testator  by  a  mercantile  house 
in  which  the  Executor  himself  was  a  Partner  and  liable 
as  such ;  and  the  Master  therefore  found  that  the  De- 
fendant John  Palmer  was,  in  like  manner,  entitled,  ac- 
cording to  the  [course  of  the  Court  in  India,  and  the 
usage  there,  to  such  Commission  upon  the  receipt  of 
such  part  of  the  Testator's  Estate,  as  was  necessary  for 
the  payment  of  his  Legacies  or  any  of  them ;  and  that 
he  was  entitled  to  such  Commission  in  respect  of  so 
much  of  the  Testator's  Estate,  as  at  the  time  of  his 
death  consisted  of  Money  or  Securities  for  Money,  in 
the  hands  of  Palmer  and  his  Copartners  in  trade  in 
India,  of  which  the  Testator  was  one,  or  any  or  either  of 
them. 


25 

1826. 

^ V ' 

cockebell 
Barber. 


A  Petition,  by  Mr.  Palmer ^  to  have  the  Report  con- 
firmed, and  a  Cross-petition,  by  other  Defendants,  pray- 
ing that  the  Report  might  not  be  confirmed,  and  that  it 
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might  be  declared  that  Palmer  was  not  entitled  to  the 
Commission,  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Rose,  in  support  of  the  Cross- 
petition  : — 

It  seems  clear  that  the  Legacies,  in  this  case,  were 
given  to  Mr.  Palmer,  in  his  character  of  Executor. 
Read  v.  Devaynes{a),  In  that  case  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  said,  ''  Wherever  the  Appointment  and  the  Le- 
gacy are  contained  in  the  same  Will,  the  Executor 
must  prove,  or  he  shall  not  have  the  Legacy."  Stack- 
poole  v.  HoweHjb)  and  Dix  v.  Reed{c)  are  to  the  same 
effect ;  and  the  rule  is  clear,  prima  facie,  against  Ex- 
ecutors, who  must  show  particular  circumstances  in  the 
case,  to  prevent  the  construction  that  the  Legacy  is 
annexed  to  the  office.  In  the  present  Case,  the  Le- 
gacy is  in  the  same  Will ;  and,  when  a  further  Legacy 
is  given  by  the  Codicil,  the  Testator  describes  the  Le- 
gatee as  his  Executor.  It  is,  therefore,  clear  that,  if 
Mr.  Palmer  had  not  proved  the  Will  and  acted  as  Ex- 
ecutor in  collecting  the  assets,  he  would  not  have 
been  entitled  to  the  Legacy.  Freeman  ▼.  Fairlie{d), 
decides  that,  if  an  Executor  has  a  Legacy  given  for  his 
trouble  in  the  execution  of  the  Trusts  of  the  Will,  he 
is  not  entitled  to  a  Commission  on  his  Receipts  or 
Payments. 

Mr.  Hart,  for  other  Parties  in  the  same  Interest: — 

If  the  principle  which  the  Master  has  adopted  is  to  pre- 
vail, then,  if  an  Executor  is  Legatee  of  Nineteen-twen- 


(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  95,  and  S.  C.  2  Cox.  285.      (6)  13  Ve?.  417. 
(p)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  337.  (d)  3  Mer.  24. 
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tieth  Parts  of  a  Testator's  Estate,  he  is  also  to  take 
the  remaming  Twentieth^  for  his  own  benefit,  in  the 
shape  of  Commission. 

Mr.  Pepys  for  Mr.  Palmer: — 

It  is  true  there  were  some  strong  opinions  stated  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolb  in  Read  v.  Devaynes,  but  these 
opinions  were  not  acted  upon;  for,  as  the  Executor 
there  had  proved  the  Will,  a  Decision  according  to  the 
opinions  expressed,  was  unnecessary.  But  Mr.  Mit- 
ford,  now  Lord  Redesdale,  who  was  one  of  the  Counsel 
in  that  Case,  seems  to  have  been  startled  by  the  Doc- 
trine laid  down  by  the  Master  of  tlie  Rolls.  It  is  plain 
that  what  was  laid  down  in  Stachpoole  ▼.  Howell  and 
Dixy,  Reed  is  the  true  principle;  and  that,  where  there 
is  no  more  than  an  appointment  of  Executor,  and  a 
Legacy  to  the  Person  so  appointed,  the  Gift  is  annexed 
to  the  office.  But,  in  this  Case,  there  are,  in  other 
parts  of  the  Will,  which  are  not  stated  in  the  Petitions 
before  the  Court,  other  motives  mentioned  for  the 
Legacy.  And,  if  the  Legacy  given  by  the  Will,  is  not 
annexed  to  the  office,  it  is  clear  that  the  Legacy  in  the 
Codicil  is  not  so  annexed ;  and,  although  Mr.  Palmer 
is  mentioned  in  the  Codicil  as  Executor,  the  word  Ex- 
ecutor is  there  introduced  merely  as  an  additional  de- 
scription of  the  individual. 
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Barber. 


The  Vice-chancellor  ordered  the  Master^s  Report  ta 
be  confirmed,  and  allowed  the  Commission  to  be  re- 
tained by  Mr.  Palmer. 


''  This  Court  doth,  in  both  Petitions,  order  that  the 
saud  Master* %  Report,  dated  the  igth  day  of  July  1826, 
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1826. 

COCKKRBLL 

V. 

Barbkr. 


be  confirmed :  and  this  Court  doth  declare  that  the  Pe^ 
titioner,  John  Palmer,  is  entitled  to  be  allowed,  on  paa^ 
sing  his  Accounts  before  the  Master  in  this  Cause,  com- 
mission, after  the  rate  of  Five  Pounds  per  Cent,  upon  all 
the  Assets  of  the  Testator,  Charles]  Barber,  collected 
and  received,  or  to  be  collected  and  received  by  him  in 
Itidia,  without  distinction  as  to  the  same  being  neces- 
sary for  the  payment  of  Legacies  and  Debts,  or  other- 
wise, and  without  regard  to  the  circumstance,  whether 
such  Assets  have  arisen  from  Debts  due  to  the  Testator 
from,  or  consisting  of  Money  in  the  hands  of  the  Peti- 
tioner and  his  Partners  in  Trade  in  India,  of  which  the 
Testator  was  one  or  any  or  either  of  them.  And  it  is  or- 
dered,  that  all  Parties  be  paid  their  Costs  of  these  ap- 
plications, to  be  taxed  by  the  Master  out  of  the  Testa- 
tor's residuary  Estate. 

Reg.  Lib.  A.  1825,  f.  1845. 


sist  &  29d  Jolj 
and 
14th  August.  NAPIER  V.  NAPIER.  (*) 

\^'^'  On  the  hearing  of  an  Exception  to  the  Master*^  Re- 

'  port  in  this  Cause,  the  question  was,  whether  the  Will  of 

A  Testator  Edward  Berkeley  Ntqner  operated,  as  to  a  certain  Es- 

T^ke^faU  bis  *^*®»  ^  ^^  execution  of  a  power  reserved  to  him  by  his 

Lands  io  Nine  Marriage  settlement. 
Parishes;  in 

Five  of  them  be        The  Suit  was  instituted,  by  the  infant  Grandson  of 

had  only  Lands  '' 

in  Fee ;  in  Three  the  Testator  Edward  Berkeley  Napier,  for  the  execution 

others  he  had 

only  Lands  over  which  he  had  a  Power  of  Appointment ;  in  the  other 
he  had  Lands  in  Fee,  and  also  Lands  over  which  hit  Power  extended : 
all  the  Lands  pass  hy  his  Will,  except  the  Lands  in  the  latter  Parish 
which  were  sohject  U>  his  Power. 
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of  the  Trusts  of  the  Will  of  his  Father  Gerard  M.  B.  i8a6. 


Napier.    Under  the  proceedings  in  the  Cause^  certain 

^^  A  9TK.R 

Estates  were  directed  to  be  sold.    When  the  Abstract 

Vm 

of  Title  was  delivered  to  one  of  the  Purchasers,  the  Napier 
question  as  to  the  execution  of  the  power  was  raised ; 
and,  on  a  Motion  to  compd  the  Purchaser  to  pay  his 
Purchase  Money  into  Court,  it  was  referred  to  the  Mas^ 
Ur  to  inquire  whether  the  Will  was  an  execution  of  the 
power,  as  to  part  of  the  Estates.  The  Master  having 
reported  in  the  affirmative,  the  Purchaser  excepted  to 
the  Report. 

T-he  question  arose  under  the  following  circumstances: 

By  Indentures  of  Lease  and  Release,  dated  the  37th 
and  26th  of  May  1790,  being  the  Settlement  on  the 
Marriage  of  Edward  Berkeley  Napier ^  Esquire,  with  5a- 
rah  Martin^  certain  Messuages,  Lands  and  other  Here- 
ditaments, in  the  Parishes  of  Lamyat  and  East-Pennard 
in  Somersetshire,  were  conveyed  to  the  use  (after  the 
Marriage)  of  Edtoard  Berkeley  Napier,  and  his  Assigns, 
for  his  life,  without  impeachment  of  Waste,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  Trustees  and  their  Heirs  during 
his  Life  upon  Trust  to  preserve  contingent  remainders, 
with  Remainder  to  the  use  of  Sarah  Martin,  and  her 
Assigns,  for  her  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of 
such  Child,  or  such  one  or  more  of  the  Children  of 
Edtoard  Berkeley  Napier  and  Sarah  Martin,  and  for 
and  during  such  Estate  or  Estates,  Interest  or  In- 
terests, and  in  such  Parts,  Shares  or  Proportions,  and 
Manner  and  Form,  and  with  and  under  such  Restrictions, 
Limitations  over.  Charge  and  Charges  for  the  benefit  of 
the  same  Children,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  or  without 
any  Restriction,  Limitation  over,  or  Charge,  as  Edward 


Napier 
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i8fl6.  Berkeley  Napier,  at  any  times  thereafter,  in  or  by  any 

Deed  or  Deeds,  Writing  or  Writings,  with  or  without 

power  of  revocation  and  new  appointment,  to  be  by  him 

Napikr.        sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  and  attested 

by  Two  or  more  credible  Witnesses,  or  in  and  by  his 
last  Will  and  Testament  in  writing,  or  any  Codicil 
thereto,  to  be  by  him  signed  and  published  in  the  pre- 
sence of  and  attested  by  Three  or  more  credible  Wit- 
nesses, should  nominate,  limit,  direct  or  appoint,  and, 
for  want  of  such  nomination,  limitation,  direction  or 
appointment,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  Child  and 
Children  of  Edward  Berkeley  Napier  and  Sarah  Martin, 
equally  to  be  divided  between  them  (if  more  than  One) 
as  Tenants  in  Common  in  Tail,  with  cross  remainders 
between  or  amongst  them  in  Tail,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  the  right  Heirs  of  Edward  Berkeley  Napier, 
for  ever. 

There  was  Issue  of  the  Marriage  Two  Children, 
Gerard  Martin  Berkeley  Napier,  and  Letitia  Sarah 
Napier. 

Sarah  Napier,  formerly  Sarah  Martin,  the  wife  of 
Edward  Berkeley  Napier,  died  in  his  life-time,  and 
before  the  date  and  execution  of  his  Will. 

Edward  Berkeley  Napier  was  also,  at  the  time  of 
making  his  Will,  seised  of  Eleven  Acres  of  Land,  or 
thereabouts,  situate  in  the  Parish  of  Lamyat,  and 
which  had  been  purchased  by  him  since  the  date  and 
execution  of  the  Settlement,  and  consequently  were 
not  included  therein.  He  afterwards  made  his  Will, 
dated  the  8th  of  June  1 799,  and  duly  executed  by  him, 
and  attested  in  Ae  manner  required  by  the   Settle- 
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ment  and  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  for  the  Devise  of 
Freehold  Estates  of  Inheritance,  and,  after  bequeathing 
a  Legacy  of  10,000 /•  to  his  Daughter  Letitia  SaraJi 
Napier,  to  be  paid  to  her  on  her  attaining  the  age  of 
Twenty-one  Years,  or  day  of  Marriage,  which  should 
first  happen,  he  proceeded  in  the  following  manner : — 
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1836. 
Napier 

V. 

Napier. 


**  I  give,  devise,  limit  and  bequeath  unto  my  Son 
Gerard  Martin  Berkeley  Napier^  his  Heirs,  Executors, 
Administrators  and  Assigns,  all  and  singular  my  Ma- 
nors, Messuages,  Lands,  Tenements  and  Hereditaments, 
situate,  lying  and  being  in  the  several  and  respective 
Parishes  of  Martockp  Tintenhall,  Ivelchester,  Sock  Den^ 
nis,  Lamyai,  Diteheal,  Bmham,  Burton  and  Ecut- 
Pennard,  or  elsewhere  within  the  said  County  of  Somer* 
set,  and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  to  hold  the 
same  Premises,  with  their  Rights,  Members  and  Ap- 
purtenances, unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  said  Son  Gerard 
Martin  Berkeley  Napier,  his  Heirs,  Executors,  Admi- 
nistrators and  Assigns,  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
Baid  Estates  respectively;  but,  in  case  my  said  Son 
shall  happen  to  die  before  he  shall  attain  the  age  of 
Twenty-one  Years,  without  leaving  lawful  issue  of  his 
body  living,  or  in  ventre  sa  mere  at  the  time  of  his  de- 
cease, which  shall  afterwards  be  born  alive,  then  I  give, 
devise,  limit  and  bequeath  the  same  Manors,  Mes- 
suages, Lands,  Tenements,  Hereditaments  and  Pre- 
mises, and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  unto  and  to 
the  use  of  my  said  Daughter  Letitia  Sarah  Napier,  her 
Heirs,  Executors,  Administrators  and  Assigns,  accord- 
ing to  the  nature  of  the  said  Estates  respectively ;  but 
in  case  my  said  Daughter,  shall  happen  to  die  before 
she  shall  attain  the  said  age  of  Twenty-one  Years,  and 
without  leaving  lawful  Issue  of  her  body  living  at  the 
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time  of  her  decease^  then  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath 
unto  my  Relations,  John  Berkeley  Burland,  Esquire, 
Henry  Berkeley  Portman,  Esquire,   Edward  Berkeley 
PortTnan,  Esquire,    Thomas  Berkeley  Troyte,  Esquire, 
and  the  Reverend  Edward  Berkeley  Troyte,  L.L.D., 
Sons  of  my  Aunt,  Mrs.  Arundel  Troyte,  and  Charles 
Knatchbull,  of  Babington,  in  the  said  County  of  Somer^ 
set,  Esquire,  all  and  singular  the  said  Manors,  Mes- 
suages,  Lands,  Tenements,  Hereditaments  and   Pre- 
mises, and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  with  their 
Rights,  Royalties,  Privileges,  Advantages,  Emoluments, 
Hereditaments  and  Appurtenances,  to  hold  the  same 
Premises,  with  their  Rights,  Members  and  Appurte- 
nances, unto  the  said  John  Berkeley  Burland,  Henry 
Berkeley  Portman,  Edward  Berkeley  Portman,  Thomas 
Berkeley  Troyte,  Edward  Berkeley  Troyte,  and  Charles 
Knatehbull,  their  Heirs,  Executors  and  Administrators, 
to  for  and  upon  the  several  Uses,  Trusts,  Intents  and 
Purposes,  and  subject  to  the  Provisoes  and  Declara- 
tions hereinafter  expressed  and  contained  of  and  con- 
cerning the  same,  (that  is  to  say),  to  the  only  proper 
use  and  behoof  of  Letitia  Napier,  my  Mother,  and  her 
Assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,'* 
with  divers  remainders  over. 


In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  Will,  the  Testator  direct- 
ed his  Executors  to  take  care  of  certain  Title  Deeds  in 
his  dwelling-house,  and,  amongst  others  enumerated, 
^'  also  Mrs.  Martin'u  Marriage  Settlement,  under  which 
she  has  only  an  interest  for  her  life  in  an  Estate  at 
Lamyat,  a  copy  of  which  Settlement  will  be  found 
among  the  Title  Deeds  of  my  Lamyat  Estate** 


CASES  IN  CfHANCERY.  3^ 

Mr.  Preston  in  support  of  the  Exception :-~  1836. 

Hiis  Will  is  not  an  execution  of  the  Power  as  to  the 
aettled  Lands  in  Lamyat. 


1st.  It  has  no  reference  to  the  Power  of  Appoint- 
ment. The  words  used  in  it  are  **  I  give,  devise,  limit 
and  bequeath,"  and,  of  these,  the  word  'Mimit"  is  the 
only  one  that  can  be  considered  as  in  any  degree  refer- 
able to  a  power. 

In  order  to  make  a  valid  execution  of  a  Power,  there 
must  be  a  description  of  the  Property,  or  a  reference 
to  the  Power,  or  something  to  show  an  unequivocal 
intention  to  execute  the  Power.  The  Law  has  been  ac- 
curately laid  down  on  this  subject,  in  the  recent  Case 
of  Doe  V.  Roake(a),  where  it  is  said :  ''  No  terms, 
however  comprehensive,  although  sufficient  to  pass 
every  species  of  Property,  freehold  and  copyhold,  real 
and  personal,  will  execute  a  Power,  unless  they  demon- 
strate that  the  Testator  had  the  Power  in  his  contem-^ 
plation  and  intended  to  execute  it."  In  this  respect. 
Cases  on  the  execution  of  Powers  proceed  on  exactly 
the  same  doctrine  as  Cases  of  Election.  Where  a 
party  is  put  to  his  election,  it  must  be  clearly  shown 
that  there  was  an  intention  to  affect  the  Property. 

As  to  the  reference  to  the  Settlement  in  the  lat- 
ter part  of  the  Will,  it  is  plain  that  it  was  without 
any  reference  to  the  contents  of  the  Settlement,  which- 
is  merely  mentioned  as  one  among  a  number  of  Deeds' 
in  a  particular  house. 

(«)  2  Fing.  497. 
Vol,  I.  A 


Napier 

V. 

Kapi£RV 
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2d.  The  limitations  over  are  in  favour  of  persons 
who  are  not  objects  of  the  Power. 

Mr.  Sugden  for  the  Plaintiff  :<-« 

It  was  settled  in  Bluni  v.  Clitheraw{b),  following  the 
two  Cases  before  Lord  Hardwicke,  which  are  referred  to 
by  the  Muster  of  the  Rolh,  that,  in  order  to  raise  a 
Case  of  Election  against  the  Heir,  a  general  devise  of 
all  Copyholds  included,  not  only  those  surrendered  to 
the  uses  of  the  Will,  but  such  as  had  not  been  so  sur- 
rendered. There  are,  however,  few  authorities  directly 
applicable  to  this  Case.  In  Lewis  v.  leweUyn{c\  the 
question  was.  Whether  a  Power  was  exercised,  as  to 
Copyhold,  by  a  general  devise  of  all  Freehold  and 
Copyhold  Estates ;  and  the  Court  held  that  the  Copy- 
hold passed  by  the  Will  as  an  execution  of  the  Power. 
But  the  question,  in  that  Case,  whether  the  Freehold 
passed,  seems  (what  is  extraordinaiy)  never  to  have 
been  raised  \  so  that  the  Court  gave  no  opinion  upon 
it.  The  present  Case  is  a  much  stronger  one,  in  favour 
of  the  execution,  than  Doe  v.  Bjoahe{d).  In  that  Case 
it  was  argued  that  the  same  words  could  not  operate, 
at  the  same  time,  as  words  of  Conveyance  and  as  the 
execution  of  a  Power ;  but  the  Judges  held  that  they 
might  so  operate,  and  they  relied  upon  the  direction  to 
keep  the  Estate  in  repair.  That  viras  certainly  not  a 
strong  circumstance ;  but  it  sboif^s  that  the  Court  vnll 
lay  hold  of  any  circumstance,  although  slight,  which 
supports  the  execution  of  the  Power.  All  that  is 
wanted  is  something  to  lead  to  the  conclusion,  that  it 
was  intended  to  exercise  the  Power;   and  hare  the 


(6)  to  Ves.  589.         (c)  I  Turu.  104.         (J)  Ub.  sup. 
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words  are  sufficiently  extensive  for  a  devise  of  all  In* 
teresty  and  an  execution  of  all  Powers. 

Mr.  Wilbraham  for  the  Defendants:-— 

All  that  the  Court  requires  is,  to  see  something  like 
an  intention  to  execute  the  Power.  Roach  y.  Haynes  (e) ; 
DiUon  y.  DUhnif). 

Mr.  Preston,  in  reply : — 

The  VTiSl  here  has  been  manifestly  prepared  with 
skill ;  aad  the  words  used  refer  to  disposition.  Dillon 
V.  Dillon  was  decided  on  the  context.  Soach  y.  Haynes 
is  quite  a  different  Case  from  the  present  No  autho- 
rity goes  so  far  as  the  proposition  contended  for  on 
the  oth^  side,  and  the  balance  of  convenience  is, 
cleaily,  against  so  extensive  a  construction  as  to  the 
execution  of  Powers. 
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Napier 
Napim. 


The  Vice-Chancbllor  : — 

This  is  the  case  of  an  Exception,  taken  by  the  Pur- 
chaser, to  a  Title  of  an  Estate  sold  in  this  Cause.  The 
Testator  under  whom  the  Vendors  claim,  devised  to  his 
only  Son,  and  his  Heirs,  Executors,  Administrators  and 
Assigns,  all  and  singular  his  Manors,  Messuages,  Lands 
Tenements  and  Hereditaments,  situate  lying  and  being 
in  nine  several  Parishes,  which  he  particularly  names  in 
his  Will.  In  one  of  these  Parishes,  called  Xjomyat,  he 
had  Lands  in  Fee,  and  also  I^ands  over  which  he  had  a 
power  of  Appointment ;  and  all  the  Lands  in  the  Parish 
of  Lamjfot  are  included  in  the  present  Sale.  In  .five 
of  these  Parishes,  he  had  only  Lands  in  Fee ;  and  in 
three  of  these  Parities,  be  had  only  Lands  over  which  be 


(e)  8  Vet.  584. 


(/)  1  BaU  &  Beat.  77- 
D  2 
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had  a  Power  of  Appointment    His  Son,  the  first  Devi' 
see,  was  an  object  of  the  Power ;  but  there  are  Devises 

Napiir        orer,  in  certain  events,  to  persons  who  were  strangers  to 

^-  ^'  the  Power. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  Lands  in  the  five  Parishes 
where  he  had  only  Lands  in  Fee,  pass  by  this  Will.  It 
is  admitted  that  the  Lands  in  the  three  Parishes,  where 
he  had  only  Lands  subject  to  his  Power,  also  pass  by 
this  Will,  upon  the  principle  that  the  Will,  as  to  the 
three  Parishes,  would  be  otherwise  wholly  inoperative. 
It  is  admitted  that  his  Lands  in  Fee,  in  the  PiEuish  of 
Lamyat,  pass  by  this  Will ;  and  the  only  question  is 
whether  the  Lands  pass  in  the  Parish  of  hamyat,  which 
are  the  subject  of  this  Power. 

The  Purchaser  insists  that  there  is  no  reference  to 
the  Power ;  and  that  the  Devise  of  Lands  in  Lamyai, 
being  satisfied  by  the  Lands  in  that  Parish  to  which  the 
Devisor  was  entitled  in  Fee,  the  Lands  in  Lamyat 
subject  to  the  Power  do  not  pass. 

For  the  Vendors  it  is  insisted  that,  in  effect,  there  is  a 
reference  to  the  Power ;  for  the  admission  that  the  Lands 
do  pass  in  the  three  Parishes,  in  which  the  Devisor 
had  only  Lands  subject  to  the  Power,  is  an  express  admis- 
sion that  the  Devisor  had  the  Power  in  view  at  thetime 
of  making  his  Will.  And  the  Vendors  further  insist 
that  reference  is  made  to  the  Power,  by  the  Clause  in 
the  Will  which  states  that  a  Copy  of  Mrs.  Martinis 
Marriage  Settlement,  under  which  she  has  a  Life  Interest 
in  an  Estate  at  Jjamyat,  will  be  found  among  the  Title 
Deeds  of  the  Devisor^s  Lamyat  Estate. 

Mm.  Martin* fi  Marriage  Settlement  is  not  the  Settle- 
ment under  which  the  Devisor^s  Power  over  the  lamyat 
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"Estate  arises;  and  I  do  not,  therefore,  perceive  how 
reference  is  there  made  to  his  Power. 

With  respect  to  the  first  point  made  by  the  Vendor, 
if  it  were  unprejudiced  by  decision,  it  would  present 
very  great  difficulty.  But  the  very  point  occurred  in 
Leiois  V.  Letoellyn,  (g).  There  the  Testator,  having  Free- 
hold and  Copyhold  Estates,  which  were  subject  to  his 
Power,  and  other  Freehold  Estates  in  Fee,  made  a  general 
Devise  of  all  his  real  Estates ;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
Copyhold  Estates  subject  to  the  Power  did  pass  by  the 
Will;  but  that  the  Freehold  Estates  subject  to  the 
Power,  did  not  pass.  In  cases  of  this  nature,  I  think  it 
for  the  advantage  of  the  Public  to  abide  by  Decision, 
until  that  Decision  is  corrected  by  the  Court  of  Ultimate 
Resort. 

Hie  Exception  therefore  must  be  allowed. 

(g)  1  Tam.{i04. 
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JLHE  Bill  was  filed  by  five  Persons,  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  the  other  Parties  to  an  Indenture  of  the  30th 
of  January  1826,  who  were,  either  origidally  or  by  as- 
signment, holders  of  i.Ggo  Shares  in  a  Company  called 


3d  de  7lh  Nov. 

Jomt'Stoek 

Company, 

Fraud, 

Fartiet, 


The  Share- 
holdtrsinaJoiDt- 
stock  Company  are  entitled  to  relief  in  Equity,  where  the  conduct  of 
the  Directors  has  been  Fiaudulent,  or  a  violation  of  the  terms  on  which 
the  Company  was  formed. 

If  several  of  the  Shareholders  assign  by  Deed  their  Deposits  to  others, 
and  appoint  the  latter  their  Attomies  for  recovering  their  Deposits,  the 
Assigiiees  cannot  sue  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  their  Assignors ;  but 
ihe  latter,  however  numerous,  must  be  Parties  to  the  Suit. 

»  3 
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''  The  Itoyal  Stannary^  or  British  Mining  AssodationJ* 
iThe  Defendants  were  the  Directors  of  the  Company. 
The  Bill  stated  that,  in  1825,  the  Defendants,  or  the 
majority  of  them  had  caused  to  be  printed  and  pab- 
lished  a  Prospectus,  which,  after  mentioning  the  Capital 
of  the  Company  to  be  500,000/.  in  Shares  of  Fifty 
Pounds  each,  the  names  of  the  Directors,  Trustees, 
iBankers  and  other  Officers,  stated  that  the  Directors 
had  then  the  opportimily  of  selecting  in  Wales,  Detxm, 
and  Cornwall  seTeral  Mines  which  were  then  being 
MTorked,  and  others  in  a  state  fit  to  make  returns  a^ 
soon  as  steam-engines,  &c«  could  be  erected,  and  that 
thfy  therefore  calculated  on  obtaining  almost  imme- 
diate benefits  for  the  a4venturers  in  the  Undertaking : 
that  in  consequence  of  this  Prospectus  more  dian 
20,000  Shares  were  applied  for  before  May  1825 :  t|^^ 
these  applications  were  acceded  to  to  the  extent  of  6,200 
Shares  only,  the  Defendants  intenjding  to  keefi  the  re- 
mainder for  themselves,  in  case  they  could  make  a  pro- 
fit by  sale  of  them,  and,  if  not,  to  reject  them :  that 
Deposits  of  Five  Pounds  per  Share  were  paid  upon  the 
6,200  Shares  to  the  Bankers  and  upon  the  account 
of  the  Directors,  and  that  Receipts  were  given  for 
the  same  accordingly :  that  some  of  the  original  Share- 
holders afterwards  transferred  their  Shares  to   othfc 
persons,  by  which  means  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other 
Parties  on  whose  behalf  they  sued,  became,  in  Novem- 
ber 1825,  s^d  ^^^^  A^  ^^  ^^^  ^6  ^^  ^^  fled,  the 
holders  of  i,6go  Shares :  that  since  the  Haintifis  had 
purchased   their    Shares   they   had  discovered   that 
tome  of  the  persons  who  were  named  as  Directors  in 
the  Prospectus  had  never  acted  as  such,  but  had  always 
bee^  strangers  to  the  a&irs  of  the  Company,  and  that 
such  of  the  Defendants  as  w^re  named  M  Diiectors  in 
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the  Prospectus  had  of  their  own  sole,  assumed  autho- 
rity admitted  the  other  Defendants  into  the  Director- 
ship :  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  ignorant  of  the  names  of 
all  the  Shareholders  except  those  on  whose  behalf  thej 
sued:  that  the  Defendants  had  taken  Mines  and  ex- 
pended Money  in  working  them  when  part  only  of  the 
Shares  had  been  disposed  of,  and  Deposits  of  Five 
Pounds  only  had  been  pud  even  upon  those  Shares: 
that  no  Deed  for  establishing  or  regulating  the  affairs  of 
the  Company  had  been  prepared :  that  the  Defendants 
refusied  to  take  upon  themselves  the  3,800  Shares  ihey 
had  reserved,  or  to  pay  the  Deposits  thereon ;  and  that 
they  had  paid  5i|500  /•  to  a  person  whom  they  denomi- 
nated as  the  projector  of  the  Scheme,  but  whom  the 
Plaintiffift  had  never  heard  of  before.  The  Bill  charged 
that  under  these  circumstances  the  Monies  which  had 
been  paid  by  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other  persons  oa 
whose  behalf  they  sued,  had  been  obtained  by  fraud 
and  misrepresentation,  and  for  a  purpose  which  had 
failed,  and  could  never  be  carried  into  effect.  It  then 
set  forth  an  Indentiure  of  the  30th  of  January  1826^ 
made  between  the  persons  whose  names  were  mentioned 
in  the  Schedule  thereto,  of  the  first  part,  and  the  Plain- 
tifis,  of  the  other  part,  whereby  the  former  assigned  to 
the  latter  the  Deposits  paid  on  their  Shares,  and  ap- 
pointed the  latter  their  Attomies  to  do  any  lawful  acts 
to  dissolve  the  Association,  and  to  recover  the  Monies 
thereby  assigned  from  the  Directors,  Bankers  or  Trus- 
tees of  the  Company :  and  it  was  declared  that  the 
Plaintiffs  should  stand  possessed  of  the  Monies  so  to 
be  recovered  in  Trust  for  the  Parties  thereto  of  the  first 
part  The  Bill  then  alleged  that  the  Parties  to  that 
Indenture  of  the  first  part  were  very  numerous,  and 
amoimted  to  so  many  as  to  render  it  exceedingly  inconve- 
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182&  nient  to  place  them  as  Parties  on  the  Record ;  and  that 

the  doing  so  would  lead  to  so  many  difficulties  as  would 
render  it  impossible  in  effect  to  obtain  a  Decree.  It 
prayed  that  the  Defendants  might  be  decreed  to  pay 
to  the  Plaintiffs  the  Sums  which  had  been  paid  on  the 
Shares  as  before  mentioned,  with  Interest. 

The  Defendants  put  in  ^  general  Demurrer  to  the 
]Bill. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Theobald  jn  support  of  the  De- 
murrer : — 

This  Association  is,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  a 
Partnership,  Beaumont  y.  Meredith  (a).  On  what  prin- 
ciple then  can  these  Plaintiffs  be  entitled  to  relief  in  a 
Court  of  Equity  ?  They  alledge  that  they  have  ad- 
vanced certain  sums  of  Money  to  form  the  Capital  of 
a  Partnership,  which  has  been  abandoned,  and  that 
therefore,  they  are  entitled  to  have  their  Money  returned. 
This  is  nothing  but  the  subject  of  an  Action  for  Money 
had  and  received.    Nockek  v.  Crosby  {b). 

Next:  this  being  a  Partnership,  all  the  Partners 
ought  to  have  been  made  Parties  to  the  Suit.  Besides 
most  of  the  Shareholders  are  Assignees  of  Shares,  and 
Its  the  Shares  are  mere  choses  in  actioii,  the  Assignors 
ought  to  have  been  made  Parties  to  the  Suit ;  for  they 
might  have  no  right  to  assign  their  Shares.  And  if 
the  Assignors  can  divest  themselves  of  all  respon- 
sibility by  assigning  their  Shares,  the  Assignees  may 
4o  so  too,  by  the  same  means. 

(a)  3  Vy  &  B.  180.  (i)  3  Barn.  &  Cress.  814. 
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The  Bill  charges  the  Directors  with  fraud.    Now  al- 
though the  original  Shareholders  might  be  entitled  to 
prefer  this  charge  against  them,  their  Assignees  caa 
have  no  such  right ;  for  there  is  no  privity  between  them 
and  the  Directors :  and,  therefore  the  Assignees  may 
have  no  right  to  recover  the  Deposits  from  the  Di- 
rectors although  the  original  Shareholders   might  (c), 
especially  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the  Shares  were 
transferred  with  the  consent  of  the  Directors. 
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The  Attomey-General  and  Mr.  Knight  in  support 
of  the  Bill  :— 

The  principle  upon  which  these  Plaintiffs  come  to  a 
Court  of  Equity  for  relief,  is  the  same  as  that  which 
prevailed  in  CoU  v.  WooUaston  (d). 

Upon  the  facts  stated  in  this  Bill,  ihere  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  object  of  these  Directors  was  imposition 
from  the  beginning ;  and  that  the  scheme  was  a  bub- 
ble. The  Directors  kept  back  3,800  of  the  Shares  in 
order  that  they  might  sell  them  for  their  own  profit^ 
although  the  whole  of  the  Shares  might  have  been  dis- 
posed of.  They  moreover  have  spent  all  the  Money 
that  was  subscribed,  and  have  given  a  great  part  of  it 
to  a  Projector,  though  no  such  person  was  mentioned 
in  the  Prospectus,  and  the  Plaintiffs  never  heard  that 
there  was  such  a  person  until  tbey  learnt  that  the  Mo- 
ney had  been  paid  to  him. 

This  is  not  a  Case  of  a  Partnership.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  Plaintiffs  expressly  disclaim  the  relation  of 


4c)  Mitf.  139. 


(d)  2  P.  W.  154. 


42  CAS£S   IN   CHANCERY. 

i8d6.  Partners.    They  seek  no  Accounts,  nor  is  their  object 

either  to  establish  or  dissolve  a  Partnership.  They 
merely  say  that  the  Defendants  have  got  possession  of 
their  Monies,  frandolentlyy  and  that  they  are  entitled  to 
get  them  back  again  without  making  any  of  the  other 
sufferers  Parties  to  the  proceeding.  There  is  no  Con- 
tract nor  any  thing  in  common  between  these  Plaintiffs 
and  the  other  persons  who  have  been  deceived.  Each 
sues  in  his  own  right,  and  for  his  own  Money.  Besides, 
these  Plaintiffs  sue  in  two  characters,  viz.  as  Share- 
holders themselves,  and  as  Trustees  for  the  Parties  to 
the  Deed  of  the  first  part.  At  all  events  they  are  en- 
titled to  recover  their  own  Deposits 

The  Bill  contains  an  express  allegation,  that  the 
Plaintiffs  are  ignorant  of  the  names  of  all  the  Share* 
holders,  except  those  who  are  Parties  to  the  Deed. 

Mr.  Hart,  in  Reply  :•** 

In  order  to  bring  this  case  within  the  principle  on 
which  Coii  v.  WooUaston  was  decided,  it  ought  to  have 
been  alleged  that  the  Directors,  when  they  allowed  the 
Plrospectus  to  be  published,  knew  that  the  scheme 
GOuld  not  be  carried  into  effect,  or  was  not  intended  so 
to  be.  The  Bill  states  quite  a  different  case,  namely, 
that  they  did  not  aBow  it  to  be  carried  into  effect»  but, 
contemplating  that  it  would  be  a  profitable  concern, 
letatned  a  large  number  of  the  Shares  for  themselves. 

When  a  Record  discloses  a  great  variety  of  Interests 
which  are  act  broag^t  before  the  Court,  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient for  the  Plaintiff  to  say  that  he  has  not  made  the 
persons  having  those  interests  Parties  to  the  Suit,  be- 
cause he  does  not  kAow  their  names.     He  ought  to 
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call  upon  the  Defendants  to  disclose  their  names  to 
enable  him  to  make  them  Parties  to  the  Record. 


The  Vice^Chancelhr,  after  stating  the  material  Con^ 
lents  of  the  Bill,  added  :--> 

To  this  Bill  all  the  Defendants  have  put  in  a  general 
Demurrer  for  want  of  equity. 

Upon  this  Demurrer  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider 
whether  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  particular  re« 
lief  prayed,  but  whether  they  are  entitled  to  any  relief; 
and,  being  of  opinion  that  the  conduct  of  the  Defen- 
dants has  been  wholly  unjustifiable,  I  over-rule  the  De- 
murrer for  want  of  equity. 
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7%e  Defendants  have,  howerer,  by  their  Counseli 
demurred,  ore  temup  at  the  Bar,  for  want  of  PartieSi 
who  they  insist  are  necessary  in  order  to  enable  the 
Court  to  do  complete  justice  in  this  Suit.    The  Plain* 
tiffs  sue,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  certain  other 
persons  who  are  Subscribers,  together,  of  i,6go  Shares, 
and  who  have  executed  a  Deed,  stated  in  the  Bill,  by 
whicb  they  assign,  to  the  Plaiutifis,  thttr  fespecliie 
Interests  in  this  Concern,  and  constitute  the  Plun* 
ta£b  their  Attomies  to  institute  any  Aotion  or  &ui^ 
in  order  to  give  effect  to  their  Interests,  or  to  enter 
into  any  compromise  for   their  Claims ;    but  upon 
condition  that,  after  deducting  their  Expenses,  the 
Plaintiffs  are  to  hold,  what  they  shall  so  recover  or  re- 
ceive, in  Trust  for  the  said  other  persons,  respectively. 
Amongst  many  objections  for  want  of  Parties,  the  De- 
fendants insist  that  these  oth^  persons  ought  to  have 
been  named  as  Parties  to  this  Suit. 
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The  Plaintiffs  do  not  deny  that,  according  to  the 
general  Principles  of  a  Court  of  Equity,  these  other 
persons  ought  to  have  been  Parties.  But  they  urge  at 
the  Bar,  what  is  indeed  stated  in  the  Bill,  that  these 
persons  are  very  numerous,  und  that  naming  them  as 
Parties  on  the  Record,  would,  in  all  probability,  render 
it  impossible  for  the  Plaintiffs  to  obtain  a  Decree  in  the 
Cause.  This  allegation  may  be  very  true.  In  certain 
special  cases  the  Court  has  adopted  a  practice  which, 
by  permitting  one  or  more  persons  to  represent  in  a 
Suit  all  who  have  similar  Interests,  has  avoided  the  in- 
convenience which  results  from  numerous  Parties.  But 
it  has  never  been  stated,  as  a  general  principle,  that 
this  course  may  be  taken  in  all  cases  within  the  mis- 
•chief ;  nor  has  it  ever  been  done  in  cases  analogous  to 
the  present :  and,  if  I  were  to  yield  to  the  reasoning 
here,  I  fear  I  should  be  doing,  what  I  have  no  autho- 
rity to  do,  not  following  the  practice  of  die  Court,  but 
making  a  new  practice.  The  Demurrer  ore  tenus, 
therefore,  for  want  of  Parties,  is  allowed ;  but  it  is,  of 
course,  without  Costs* 


In  the  argument  in  this  Case,  the  6  Geo.  I.  c.  l8, 
commonly  called  ''  The  Bubble  Act,''  was  not  adverted 
to ;  and,  in  the  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the  Case, 
it  was  not  necessary  to  notice  it :  but,  in  any  future 
proceeding  upon  this  subject,  it  may  be  entitled  to 
much  attention. 
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i8a6. 
sd&7th 
GREEN  V.  BARRETT.  November. 

The  Plaintiff  was  a  Shareholder  in,  and  the  Defen-       Sj^ 
dants  were  the  Directors  of  a  Company  called :  **  The         Fraud. 
Imperial  Distillery  Company r     The  Bill  stated  that         BiUi^Equi. 
ten  of  the  Defendants,  whose  names  were  mentioned,  ^y  \\^  to  recover 
caosed  a  Prospectus  dated  the  23d  of  March  1825  to  Deposits  paid  bjr 
be  printed  and  distributed,  which,  after  mentioning  the  *  j^^lJlg^k'  "* 
Capital  of  the  Company  to  be  600,000  2.  in  1 2,000  Shares  Company » where 
of  50/.  each,  the  names  of  the  Trustees,  Directors,  Ban-  ^^^f^^®^^  *  * 
kersandotherOfficersof theCompany,and enumerating  ^"'"" 
the  probable  advantages  to  be  derived,  as  well  to  the 
partakers  in  such  Scheme,  as  to  the  Public  in  general,  by 
means  of  such  Scheme,  proceeded  to  declare  that  the 
afiairs  of  the  Company  were  under  the  management  ot 
a  Board  of  Directors;  that  a  Deed  of  Settlement 
would  be  prepared  forthwith,  which  must  be  executed 
within  Thirty  Days  after  it  should  be  ready  for  that 
purpose ;  and  that  every  person  who  should  neglect  to 
execute  the  same  within  that  Time,  would  forfeit  all 
Share  and  Interest  in  the  Company ;  that  the  Deed 
was  to  contain  all  such  Clauses  and  Conditions  as  the 
standing  Counsel  and  Solicitors  to  the  Company  should 
deem  necessary  for  carrying  on  the  Business  of  the 
Company ;  that  application  was  then  intended  to  be 
made  to  Parliament  for  an  Act  to  enable  the  Company 
to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  names  of  its  Officers,  and 
which  Deed  of  Settlement,  when  settled  and  approved 
by  the  standing  Counsel  and  Solicitors,  and  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  when  passed,  should  be  the  Deed  of  Settle- 
ment and  Act  of  Parliament  for  managing  the  affairs 
of  the  Company ;  that  the  Shares  would  be  forthwith 
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1836.  allotted ;  and,  all  communications  were  requested  to  be 

'  made  to'  the  Directors.    The  Bill  farther  stated  that 

^^^'^  the  Plaintiff  haying  applied  for  sonke  Shares  in  the  pro- 
Barrett  posed  Joint-stock  Company,  the  Solicitors  or  the  Secre- 
tary, by  a  letter,  addressed  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  answer, 
dated  the  25th  of  March  1825,  informed  the  Plaintiff 
that  Twenty  Shares  in  the  proposed  Company  had  been 
allotted  to  him  in  consequence  of  bis  application: 
That  Uds  letter  required  a  Deposit  of  g/.  on  each 
Shale,  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Bankers  of 
the  Company:  That  the  naintiff  having  approved  of 
the  Scheme  developed  in  the  Prospectus,  and  con- 
fiding in  the  truth  and  accuracy  of  it,  and  in  the  per« 
wma  named  as  Directors  therein,  and  believing  that  it 
would  be  acbered  to  and  carried  into  effect,  paid  to 
the  Bankers  of  die  Company,  on  account  of  the  Di- 
rectors, die  sum  of  loo/.  his  Deposit  upon  the  Twenty 
Shares  so  allotted  to  him :  That  the  Bankers  gave  him  a 
Reoeipt  for  that  Sum,  in  which  they  acknowledged  it 
was  received  of  the  Directors:  That  die  Plaintiff  had 
since  discovered  that  a  small  paft  only  of  the  12,000 
Sharea,  of  which  the  Company  was  proposed  to  con- 
sist, was,  in  fact,  disposed  of:  That  die  Deposits  en 
several  of  the  Shares  which  had  been  disposed  of  had 
not  been  paid,  yet  the  Defendants,  as  Directoi^  of  the 
Company,  determined  to  proceed  in  the  Scheme,  and 
advertised  for  the  purchase  of  Premises  for  caitying  on 
the  Distillery  Business  on  an  extensive  scale :  That  the 
ten  Defendants  before  named,  as  such  Directors,  and 
of  their  own  sole  assumed  authority  (after  the  Plaintiff 
had  paid  the  Deposits  on  his  Shares),  chose  the  two  other 
Defendants  to  be  Directors,  in  the  [dace  of  two  per- 
sons, who,  although  named  in  the  Prospectus  as  Direc- 
tors, declined  to  act,  and  diat,  thereupon,  anodier  Pros- 
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pectufl  waa  published,  by  the  direction  of  the  Defendants,  1  fo€. 

which  entirely,  or  in  a  great  measure  di6feped  from 
the  first  Prospectos,  upon  the  flath  of  which  the  Plain- 
tiff had  paid  his  Deposits  upon  hL»  Shares ;  that  by  a  BAaaKTT. 
Circnlar  Leilei  which  by  the  order  of  the  Defendants 
was  sent  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Com^ 
pany,  bearing  date  the  4tli  of  July  1825,  the  Pkintiff 
was  informed  that  the  Directors  had  purchased  very  va- 
luable and  extensive  Freehold  Distillery  Premises,  and 
Plant,  and  was  required  to  pay  the  further  siun  of  100  /• 
(being  ^L  each  on  his  Shares),  on  the  19th,  wh^i  the 
Scrip  (thereby  meaning  the  Receipts  before  mentioned> 
could  be  exchanged  for  Shares  :  that  the  Plaintiff  per- 
ceiving that  some  of  the  pemons  named  ae  Directors 
in  the  origimd  Prospectus,  had  ceased  to  be  nained  as 
DijDectorB  thereof,  that  the  terms  of  the  original  Pros^ 
pectus  had  not  been  adhered  to»  and  that  no  Act  of 
Pariiament  had  been  attempted  or  was  intended  to  be 
obtained  for  the  regulation  of  the  Company,  and  having 
learnt  that  a  small  part  only  of  the  13,000  Shares  had 
been  allotted  to,  or  taken  by  any  person  or  persons, 
and  tha^t  the  Dq^o^ita  on  all  such  of  the  Shares  as  had 
been  so  allotted  had  not  been  paid,  but  that  neverthe- 
less the  Directors  had  pioceeded  to  make  such  exten- 
sive purchase,  and  to  lay  out  various  other  large  sums 
of  Money,  as  if  the  whole  of  the  proposed  Co^iital  of 
600,000/.  had  been  actually  raised,  refused  to  pay  the 
further  sum  of  100/.  so  required  to  be  paid  by  him : 
that  he  was  not  privy  to  any  departure  firom  the 
teimg  of  the  original  Prospectus,  upon  the  fiuth  of 
which  he  paid  his  Deposits  upon  his  Shares,  nor 
to  any  of  the  measures  taken  by  the  Directom  subse- 
quent to  the  time  when  he  paid  his  Deposits :  that 
the   Ddendants  were  the  persons  who  then  called 
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i8s6.  themselves,  and   had,   in  all  matters  subsequent  to 

'  April  i8«5,  acted  as  Directors  of  the  Company^  and 

Greek  ^^^  ^  ^^  Deposits  paid  upon  Shares,  were  received 
by  Messrs.  Bosanquet  S^  Co.  as  the  agents,  and 
upon  the  account  of  the  Defendants,  or  of  the  ten  first 
named  Defendants,  and  were  held  by  them  at  the  dis- 
posal, and  for  the  use  of  the  Defendants  :  that,  by  the 
means  aforesaid,  the  Plaintiff's  Deposit  was  received 
by  the  Defendants  :  that  on  the  1st  of  August  1825, 
the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  in  writing  to  the  Directors 
that  he  was  willing  to  give  up  his  Shares  to  them,  on 
having  the  100/.  he  had  paid  returned  to  him. 

The  Bill  charged  that  10,000  Shares  had  never  been 
disposed  of  and  consequently  had  never  existed,  and 
that  not  so  much  as  40,000/.  of  the  Capital  had  in 
fact  been  raised  :  that,  notwithstanding,  the  Directors, 
without  the  consent  or  approbation  of  the  persons  who 
had  paid  Deposits  for  Shares,  and  without  any  Act  of 
Parliament  or  Deed  of  Settlement,  proceeded  to  make 
extensive  Purchases  and  to  lay  out  large  Sums  of  Money, 
amounting  together  to  as  much  as  or  more  than  what 
had  been  then  raised  for  Capital  of  the  proposed  Com- 
pany, in  various  expensive  Works  and  Undertakings : 
that  the  Directors  had  become  Directors  for  their 
own  private  emolument;  and  that  a  great  number  of 
Shares  had  been  allotted  by  them  to  themselves,  and 
that  they  had  sold  and  disposed  of  such  Shares  at  very 
considerable  premiums  :  that  the  Plaintiff  was  ignorant 
of  the  names  of  the  other  persons  who  had  paid  Deposits, 
but  he  charged  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
Money  paid  by  him  had  been  obtained  from  him  by 
fraud,  or  by  what  in  the  view  of  a  Court  of  Equity 
amounts  to  fraud,  and  by  means  of  misrepresentation. 
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and  for  a  purpose  which  had  failed  of  effect,  and  could 
not  now  ever  be  carried  into  effect  according  to  the 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  first-mentioned  Prospectus.  Greek 

The  Bill  prayed  that  the  ])efendantd  might  be  decreed      B a AREXt- 
to  repay  to  the  Plaintiff,  with  Interest,  the  lOo/.  paid 
by  him  in  respect  of  the  Shares  allotted  to  him. 

Two  of  the  Defendants,  one  of  whom  was  an  original 
Director,  and  the  other  had  been  appointed  in  the 
place  of  an  original  Director  who  had  refused  to  act, 
demurred,  generally,  to  the  Bill. 

Mr.  Wakefield  and  Mr.  John  Evans,  tn  support  of 
the  Demurrer : — 

Notwithstanding  the  Bill  alleges  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances stated  in  it,  the  Plaintiff's  Money  was  ob- 
tained from  him  by  firaud,  yet,  when  those  circum- 
stances are  looked  at,  they  will  be  found  not  to  amount 
to  firaud.  The  purpose  for  which  the  Company  was 
formed,  was  the  carrying  on  of  a  fair  and  legitimate 
Trade.  The  Scheme  was  not  a  bubble;  nor  does  the 
Bill  charge  that  it  was  so,  or  that  it  cannot  be  carried 
into  effect.  The  only  fault  that  can  be  imputed  to  the 
Directors  is,  that  of  having  acted  with  too  great  preci- 
pitancy in  advertising  for  premises  before  they  obtained 
an  Act  of  Parliament.  But  after  the  Plaintiff  has  per- 
mitted the  Directors  to  lay  out  Money  on  the  faith  that 
his  Subscription  would  be  paid,  he  cannot  call  upon 
them  to  repay  his  Deposit  with  Interest.  Besides  if  the 
Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  recover  his  Money,  his  only  re- 
medy is  by  an  Action  for  Money  had  and  received.  At 
all  events,  the  only  relief  he  is  entitled  to  in  this  Court 
is  to  have  the  Company  dissolved.  The  Bill,  however, 
does  not  seek  that  relief. 

Vol.  I.  B 
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Two  of  the  original  Directors  are  not  made  Parties 

to  the  Bill,  as  they  ought  to  have  been :  for,  although 

two  others  were  appointed  in  their  place  after  the  De* 

Baautt.       P^^^*  ^^^  h^ea  paid,  yet  the  original  Directors  were 

not  discharged  from  their  liability. 

Mr.  Knight,  in  support  of  the  Bill : — 

As  to  the  last  objection,  the  two  Directors  who  have 
retired,  never  acted;  and  it  is  charged  that  all  the 
Money  came  to  the  hands  of  the  other  Directors. 

The  Bill  states  a  case  of  departure  from  the  Pro- 
spectus amounting  to  gross  misrepresentation;  the 
Plaintiff  therefore  has  a  right  to  say  that  his  Money 
has  been  fraudulently  obtained  from  him,  and  that  it 
ought  to  be  returned.  The  Defendants  have  begun  to 
carry  the  Scheme  into  execution  before  the  Deed  of 
Settlement^  held  out  in  the  Prospectus,  has  been  pre- 
pared. Instead  of  12,000  Shares  10,000  only  have  been 
disposed  of,  whereby  the  responsibility  of  the  Sub- 
scribers has  been  increased ;  and  on  some  of  these 
Shares  the  Deposits  are  wholly  unpaid.  By  whom  or 
in  what  manner  are  the  afiairs  of  the  Company  to  be 
conducted?  Nothing  is  said  upon  that  subject.  In 
this  state  of  circumstances  the  Directors  go  on  spend- 
ing the  Money,  and  applying  it  to  purposes  different 
from  those  for  which  it  was  entrusted  to  thera.  The 
Plaintiff  has  therefore  a  right  to  say  that  he  will  trust 
the  Defendants  no  longer. 

If  in  this  Case  the  Plaintiff  might  have  recovered  his 
Deposits  in  an  Action  for  Money  had  and  received^  he 
is  entitled  to  relief  in  a  Court  of  Equity. 
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The  facts  of  the  Case  of  Colt  v.  Woottastonia)  are  ci 
the  same  nature  as  those  of  the  present  one. 

Mr.  Wakefield,  in  reply : — 

As  expense  has  been  incurred,  the  Plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  have  his  Deposit  returned.  The  Scheme 
haying  been  put  into  action,  the  only  relief  he  can 
have  is  an  Account. 
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The  Vice-chancellor  stated  the  material  allegations  in 
the  Bill,  and  then  proceeded  as  follows  :— 

Assuming  the  seveval  Statements  in  this  Bill  to  be 
true  (which  the  Demurrer  does,  in  form,  admit)  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  back, 
from  the  Defepdants,  the  100  /.  which  he  has  paid ;  and 
that  the  only  question  is,  Whether  a  Bill  in  Equity  will 
hold  for  that  purpose,  or  whether  he  must  have  re- 
course to  a  Court  of  Law. 


I  lay  no  stress  upon  the  allegation  that  the  second 
Prospectus  materially  differs  from  the  first;  because 
such  material  difference  is  partly  matter  of  Law;  and 
the  Plaintiff,  not  having  stated  the  nature  of  that  dif- 
fecence,  has  not  enabled  the  Court  to  form  any  opinion 
upon  the  subject.  Considering  that,  in  substance,  the^ 
allegations  of  this  Bill  amount  to  this,  that  the  Pro- 
spectus for  this  Undertaking  was  published,  not  with 
any  intention  to  establish  a  Company  upon  the  princi" 
pies  there  stated,  but  as  a  snare  to  persons  who  might 
unwarily  become  Subscribers,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  Directors  to  make  a  profit  by  the  sale  of 
Shares  which  they  thought  fit  to  assume  to  themselves, 

(tf)  aP.W.  154. 
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i8a6.  it  does  appear  to  me  that  the  Case  is  governed  by  Colc 

*  V.   Woollaston,  and,  upon  the  authority  of  that  Case* 

G&EBN  J  Qygr.r^ie  this  Demurrer. 

V. 
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November.  RUSSELL  v.  AUSTWICK. 

Partnership.       t 
Carrier.         IN  June  1816,  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants  agreed 

r~r"  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  Common  Carrier,  be- 

Common  Car-  tween  London  2Lnd  Falmouth,  upon  the  following  terms: 
riersfromlr.  that  the  business  should  be  divided  into  181  Shares: 
^ition  ofO^  ^^*  ^^  Defendants  Austwick  and  Maddeford  (who  had 
Road  being  allot-  before  carried  on  the  same  business,  in  Co-partnership, 

ted  to  each,  and     jjj  gjj j  about  London)  should  have  equally  between  them 

it  having  been  *       .^ 

stipulated  also       Fifty-three  of  the  Shares,  and  should  carry  on  the  bu- 

that  no  Partner-  siness  between  London  and  Worting^  in  Hants :  that  the 
between  Uiem!^  Plaintiff  LosconAe  should  have  Fifty-four  Shares  and 
J.  for  himself       a  half,  and  carry  on  the  business  between  Worting 

and  the  other        ^^d  Dorchester:  that  the  Plaintiffs  Russell  and  Thomas 

Parties  agrees 

with  the  Mint  to  should  have  Thirty-four  Shares  and  a  half,  and  carry  on 

carry  Coin  from  the  business  between  Dorchester  and  Exeter:  that  the 
terwai-dt  makes  P'^'^tiff  W.  Courtis  should  have  Fourteen  of  the  Shares, 
another  Agree-     and  carry  on  the  business  between  Exeter  and  Ply^ 

ment  with  the       ^^4 .  ^^^^  ^^  Defendant  Baker  should  have  Thirteen 

mint  to  carry 

other  Coin  to        ^^  ^^^  Shares,  and  carry  on  the  business  between  JEje- 

Places  not  on  the  ter  and  five  Lanes,  in  Cornwall:  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
all  the  Parties  ^'  ^'  Courtis  should  have  the  remaining  Twelve  Shares, 
were  entitled  to    and  carry  on  the  business  between  Five  Lanes  and  Fal- 

fiitectf  SisA  ^'^^  '"^^^ '  butsanevertheless  that  no  Partnership  should  ex- 
men  t.  ist,  or  be  construed  to  exist  between  the  Parties,  in  regard 

to  their  said  general  concern  or  undertaking,  except  as 
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between  the  Plaintiffs^  Russell  and  Thomas  only,  between 
the  Defendants  Austwick  and  Maddeford  only,  and  be- 
tween the  Plaintiff  jR.  S,  Courtis  and  Baker  only,  and 
that  the  adoption  of  any  general  style  or  firm,  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  the  separate  Concerns  aforesaid, 
or  which  might  give  the  same  the  semblance  of  one 
Concern,  should  not  extend,  or  be  construed,  in  any 
manner,  to  extend,  or  make,  or  form  a  Partnership  be- 
tween the  said  Parties,  or  any  of  them ;  but  each  of 
them,  in  his  separate  Limit  or  Division,  should  be  con- 
sidered as  conducting  an  exclusive  business,  separate 
and  apart  from  the  others  or  other  of  them,  and  should 
find  their  or  his  own  Capital  for  carrying  on  the  said 
business ;  and  that  no  one  or  more  of  them  should  be 
answerable  or  in  anywise  accountable  for  the  other 
or  others  of  them,  or  for  his  or  their  Acts,  Receipts, 
Payments,  Disbursements,  Debts,  Engagements,  Ne- 
glects, or  Defaults,  the  intent  or  meaning  of  the  said 
Parties  being  to  secure  an  uninterrupted  line  of  com- 
munication and  carr iagefrom,  between,  and  to  the  seve- 
ral places  aforesaid,  consisting  of  the  separate  and  in- 
dependent Limits  and  Divisions  aforesaid,  which  whole 
line  of  communication  and  carriage  neither  of  the  said 
Parties  was  alone  competent,  of  himself,  or  equal  to 
keep  open  and  maintain,  and  the  said  several  Parties  to 
be  considered,  for  all  purposes,  both  as  between  them- 
selves and  the  Public  in  general,  separate  Carriers, 
within  their  respective  Limits  or  Divisions,  and  <»rrying 
on  and  conducting  several  and  independant  Concerns, 
and  not  answerable  or  liable  for  the  Debts,  Engage- 
ments, Bankruptcies  or  Failures  of  any  other  or  others 
of  them,  in  any  manner  howsoever :  that  each  of  the 
Parties  should  receive  all  such  sums  of  Money  as  should 
become  payable  for  the  business  in  his  District,  and 
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should  pay  certain  expenses  incurred  in  that  District, 
and  that  the  balances  of  such  receipts,  after  deducting 
such  expenses,  should  be  accounted  for  by  each  of  the 
Parties  to  the  general  Fund  of  the  general  Concern  and 
Undertaking,  quarterly;  and  that  all  Debts  becoming 
due  to  the  respective  Parties  should  be  considered  as 
receired,  and  that  the  said  respecti? e  balances  should 
be  divisible  among  the  respective  Parties,  in  the  Shares 
or  Proportions  aforesaid ;  and  which  quarterly  balances 
or  earnings  of  the  said  respective  Parties  or  Districts, 
after  deducting  the  expenses  of  such  respective  Par<^ 
ties  or  Districts,  and  the  expenses  .of  supplying  horses 
and  other  things  necessary  for  working  the  ground 
taken  by  sucb  respective  Parties,  were  to  constitute  tht 
Profits  pf  the  respective  Parties  or  Districts. 


The  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  continued  to  carry  on 
the  business  under  this  Agreement,  from  June  1816  until 
the  end  of  the  same  month  in  1821 . 

Id  Jsmuary  1817,  the  Defendant  Afudmch^  having 
heard  that  the  Oovemment  were  going  to  issue  a  new 
silver  coinage,  which  was  to  be  conveyed  to  different 
parts  of  the  country,  made  an  application  to  G.  W. 
Morrison,  Esquire,  the  Deputy  Master  of  the  Mint, 
who  desired  him  to  write  him  a  letter  upon  the  subject. 
Austwick  accordingly  wrote  the  following  letter,  dated 
the  11th  January  1817: 


'^  Sir, — ^Agreeably  to  your  request,  I  now  enclose  you  a 
Bill  expressing  all  the  towns  to  which  the  waggons  of 
Messrs.  Russell  fy  Co.  carry.  It  will  also  be  proper  to 
observe  that  they  have,  for  a  great  number  of  years, 
conveyed  large  quantities  of  specie  to  town  that  have 


RUSBKLL 
V. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  55 

arrived  per  H.M.S.  and  Packets  at  Pfymouth  and  Fal-  i8a6. 

nunith.  For  the  conveyance  of  silver  from  those  places 
previous  to  the  1st  of  July  last,. lb 5.  per  cent,  on  the 
real  value  was  paid^  and,  since  that  period,  on  account  Austwicju 
of  the  low  price  of  horse*provender,  8  5.  per  cent,  has 
been  paid«  and  5s.  per  cent,  for  gold,  Messrs.  Russell 
and  Co.  guaranteeing  the  safe  delivery  of  the  same  to 
the  Bank  of  England.  The  Bankers  have  usually  paid 
5s.  per  cent,  on  the  vedue  of  their  packages,  besides  the 
common  carriage,  which  is  proportioned  to  the  distance 
packages  are  conveyed;  and  on  the  other  side  have 
annexed  the  rates  per  cent,  to  the  principal  Towns. 
I  hereby  offer  to  convey  His  Majesty's  Coin  to  any  of 
the  Towns  expressed  in  the  inclosed  Bill,  or  either  of 
the  Towns  above-mentioned.  A  broad-wheeled  waggon 
sets  out  daily  which  can  convey  four  and  a  half  tons ;  and 
I  beg  to  say  that  we  have  a  repository  for  valuables  at 
Exeter,  where  any  quantity  may  be  safely  deposited 
previous  to  its  being  forwarded  to  the  other  inconsidera- 
ble towns  in  Devon  and  Cornwall.  For  the  responsibility 
of  the  proprietors  of  the  said  concern  I  beg  to  refer  you 
to  the  gentlemen  of  the  Bullion  Office,  Bank  of  £ng- 
land.  Any  further  information  that  may  be  required 
will  be  given,  with  pleasure,  by.  Sir,  your  most  obe- 
dient Servant,  J.  Austtoick,  London  Proprietor.*' 

Soon  after  the  sending  of  this  Letter,  an  Agreement 
was  made  between  Austwick  and  the  Master  of  the  Mint, 
for  the  conveyance,  by  the  Waggons  belonging  to  the 
ilifferent  Parties,  from  London  to  the  Towns  mentioned 
in  the  Bill  which  was  inclosed  in  the  Letter,  (and  all 
which  Towns  were  in  the  line  of  Road  between  Lon- 
don and  Falmouth),  of  Packages  of  Silver  Coin,  at  the 
rate  of  5«.  per  cent,  upon  the  value  of  the  Coin  in  each 
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Package,  besides  the  common  charge  for  the  carriage 
of  the  Packages,  as  if  they  had  been  of  no  extra  value. 

Shortly  afterwards,  Austwick  agreed  with  the  Deputy 
Master  of  the  Mint  to  convey  Packages  of  Silver  Coin 
to  Towns  in  Middlesex  and  the  adjoining  Counties,  the 
Roads  to  which  were,  consequently,  wholly  different 
from  that  to  the  towns  before  referred  to ;  and  to  other 
places,  the  roads  to  which  were  partly  the  same  as,  and 
then  branched  off  from,  the  Road  from  London  to  Fo/- 
nunith.  Under  this  Agreement  75.  6d.  per  cent,  was 
to  be  paid  on  account  of  the  extra  risk  in  the  cross- 
country Conveyance. 

The  account  which  Austwick  gave  of  this  transac* 
tion,  in  his  Answer,  was  that,  in  consequence  of  his 
attending  at  the  Mint  and  learning  that  no  person 
had  offered  to  carry  Coin  to  some  parts  of  the  county 
of  Middlesex  and  the  bordering  Counties,  to  which 
the  general  concern  or  undertaking  never  were  Car- 
riers, he  consulted  with  Maddeford^  his  Co-partner, 
thereon,  and  they  agreed  to  propose  themselves  to 
carry  the  Coin  to  those  places  on  their  own  separate 
account:  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  Agreement  between 
him  and  the  Master  of  the  Mint,  various  Packages  of 
Silver  Coin  were  delivered  to  him,  at  the  Mint,  to  be 
conveyed  to  different  Towns  specified  in  the  Letter  of 
January  1817:  that,  some  time  after  some  of  such 
Packages  had  been  so  delivered,  he  discovered,  by  the 
directions  given  to  him,  that  he  was  required  to  send  a 
considerable  quantity  of  them  to  Places  not  specified 
in  the  Letter,  but  to  other  Places  branching  from  them: 
that  he  then  considered  that,  in  the  event  of  any  losses 
.happening  after  the  Packages  were  delivered  to  other 
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'Carriers,  the  general  concern  would  not  be  liable  to 
make  such  losses  good,  but  that  they  would  wholly 
fall  on  the  provincial  Carrier  who  might  be  employed  in 
the  conveyance  of  the  Packages  to  the  bye-places: 
that  such  provincial  Carriers  were,  in  general,  incapa- 
ble, by  reason  of  their  poverty,  from  making  good  any 
heavy  losses :  that  he,  on  account  of  himself  and  his 
partner  Maddeford,  thereupon  went  to  the  Deputy- 
Master  of  the  Mint,  and  represented  to  him  the  last- 
mentioned  matters,  and,  at  the  same  time,  made  a  pro- 
posal that  he  would  undertake  the  risk  of  delivering 
the  Packages  at  the  appointed  places  branching  from 
the  Towns  mentioned  in  the  Letter,  on  condition  of  his 
being  paid  an  adequate  remuneration  for  such  peculiar 
risk  in  becoming  General  Insurer  against  all  the  pro- 
vincial Carriers ;  and  that  the  Deputy-Master  of  the 
Mint  agreed  to  this  proposal. 
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The  Answer  further  stated  that  several  of  the  Parties 
in  the  general  concern  paid  various  sums  of  Money, 
for  the  carriage  of  part  of  the  Coin,  to  diiFerent  Car- 
riers, not  parties  to  snch  general  concern,  which  Sums 
they  carried  to  his  and  his  partner  MaddeforxTs  debit 
in  their  private  accounts,  and  were  paid  or  allowed  the 
same,  by  him  and  Maddeford,  out  of  their  own  Monies, 
without  reference  to  the  accounts  of  the  general  con- 
cern :  that  the  accounts  of  the  general  concern  were 
settled  in  December  1818 :  that  the  carriage  of,  and 
the  insurance  of  5  5.  per  cent,  on  the  Coin  carried  to 
places  branching  from  the  direct  Road,  were  included 
in  those  accounts ;  but  that  neither  the  extra  insurance 
of  2  5.  6(2.  percent,  on  the  Coin  conveyed  by  him  and 
Maddeford  and  the  cross-country  Carriers,  nor  the 
eliarge  for  the  cartage  of  such  Coin,  nor  any  insurance 
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for  the  Coin  carried  to  the  places  which  were  wholly 
off  the  line  of  Road,  was  included  in  those  Accounts ; 
and  he  admitted  that  he  had  received  the  whole  of 
what  he  claimed  to  be  due  to  himself  and  Maddeford, 
under  the  second  Agreement* 

The  Plaintiffs,  in  their  Bill  (which  was  not  filed 
until  1823)  contended  that  the  second  Agreement  was 
made  on  account  of  the  general  Partnership,  and 
claimed  to  have  the  Monies  received  under  both  Agree- 
ments divided  between  themselves  and  the  Defendants 
in  proportion  to  the  number  of  their  respective  Shares. 
The  Defendant  Austwick  claimed  the  whole  benefit  of 
the  second  Agreement  for  himself  and  his  Partner,  the 
Defendant  Maddeford. 

It  appeared,  by  the  evidence,  that  the  Sums  due 
under  both  the  Agreements  were  paid  by  cheques, 
which  were  made  payable  to  the  Firm  in  general. 

The  Plaintiffs  had  examined,  as  Witnesses,  the  De- 
fendant Maddrfordf  the  Deputy  Master,  and  another 
Oflicer  of  the  Mint;  but  the  whole  of  the  Depositions, 
except  that  part  which  proved  the  cheques,  was  ob- 
jected to»  by  the  Defendants,  as  not  being  evidence, 
and  was  not  permitted  to  be  read. 

Mr,  Sugden  and  Mr.  Merivale,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 
All  the  Parties  formed  one,  entire  Partnership. 

The  Letter  of  January  1817  was  the  basis  of  the 
second,  as  well  as  of  the  first  Agreement.  In  it  Ausi- 
wick  refers  to  the  repository  at  Exeter,  as  belonging  to 
the  general  Partnership,  although  he  had  nothing  to  do 
with  it;  and,  when  he  signs  his  name,  he  describes 
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iiimself  as  the  London  Proprietor.    It  caanot  be  con-* 
tended  that  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiffs  are  at  all  affected 
by  the  circumstance  that  some  of  the  places  to  which 
the  second  Agreement  related   were  wholly  off  the 
Road  from  London  to  Falmouth,    That  Agreement  was 
a  mere  supplement  to,  or  continuation  of   the  first* 
When  Austmck  entered  into  it,  he  did  not  inform  the 
0£Bcers  of  the  Mint  that  the  Coin,  about  which  be  was 
then  contracting,  was  not  to  be  conveyed  by  the  same 
persons  as  had  conveyed  that  to  which  Uie  first  Agree- 
ment related.    The  Officers  of  the  Mint  of  course  be- 
lieved that  they  were  agreeing  with  the  entire  Partner- 
ship ;  and  it  cannot  be  contended  that,  if  there  had 
been  any  loss,  all  the  Partners  would  not  have  been 
liable.      If  then   they  participated  in  the  risk,  they 
ought  also  to  share  in  the  profits. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr,  Barber ,  for  the  Defendants : — 

This  is  not  a  Case  of  a  Partnership,  as  between  the 
Parties  themselves,  though  it  may  be,  as  between  them 
and  the  Public.  It  is  merely  a  limited  engagement  of 
a  peculiar  species.  Each  Party  was  to  famish  waggons 
and  horses,  and  to  be  answeraUe  for  losses,  and  to  re- 
ceive the  profits,  on  his  own  portion  of  the  road  only. 
The  Agreement  between  the  Parties  puts  an  end  to  the 
Plaintiffs'  claim.  It  expressly  stipulates  that  there 
shall  be  no  Partnership,  except  as  between  Russell  and 
Thomas,  Austwick  and  Maddeford,  and  Courtis  and 
Baker,  In  1818  a  settlement  of  accounts  took  place 
between  the  Parties.  The  Plaintiffs  then  knew  that 
there  had  been  some  extra  carrii^e ;  because  the  pack- 
fifgCB  which  were  to  be  carried  to  Towns  which  are  not 
upon  the  direct  road,  had  been  lefl  at  their  ware- 
houses.   But,  notwithstanding,  they  made  no  demand 
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in  respect  of  such    extra  carriage,  until  five  years 
afterwards. 

The  Defendants  are«  at  least,  entitled  to  a  reference 
to  the  Master  to  ascertain  the  Terms  of  the  second 
Agreement. 

Mr.  Sugden,  in  reply : — 

There  is  nothing  upon  this  Record  to  show  that  the 
Plaintiffs  knew  any  thing  of  the  second  Agreement. 

The  Insurance  payable  under  it  did  not  consist  of 
two  distinct  sums  of  5  s.  and  2t.6d.  but  of  an  entire 
sum  of  7  5.  6J.  The  original  Sum  was  no  longer  pay- 
able :  the  increased  Sum  was  substituted  for  it.  This 
clearly  shows  that  the  Officers  of  the  Mint  considered 
that  they  were  dealing,  not  with  an  individual,  but 
with  the  whole  Firm. 


The  Vice-Chancellob: 

In  the  Month  of  June  1816,  the  Plaintiffs  and  De- 
fendants, upon  the  retirement  of  a  Mr.  Russell  from  bu- 
siness, became  Partners  in  the  working  of  a  common 
stage-waggon  from  London  to  Falmouth,  and  from 
Falmouth  to  London ;  each  of  the  Partners  being  to  work 
the  waggon  for  a  certain  stipulated  distance  and  to  be 
paid  a  proportion  of  profits  accordingly.  On  the  11th 
of  January  181 7^  the  Defendant  Ausitoick,  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  his  said  Co-partners,  by  a  letter  of  that  date, 
made  a  proposal,  to  the  Deputy  Master  of  the  Mint,  to 
convey  new  silver  coin  from  London  to  the  several 
Towns  upon  the  line  of  road  between  London  and  Fal" 
mouth,  at  certain  rates  of  carriage  which  were  specified 
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in  the  Letter,  and  for  an  additional  payment  of  five  1 8<26. 

shillings  per  cent,  on  the  value  of  the  packages,  by  '  "*  ' 
way  of  insurance  for  safe  conveyance ;  and,  in  order  to  Russell 
satisfy  the  Public  Officer,  of  the  responsibility  of  the 
Partnership  to  enter  into  such  engagement,  the  letter 
referred  him  for  satisfaction  in  that  respect  to  the  gen- 
tlemen of  the  Bullion  Office  at  the  Bank  of  England. 
This  proposal  being  accepted,  an  Agreement  was  made 
to  that  effect,  between  the  Master  of  the  Mint  and  the 
Defendant,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  Co-partners, 
some  short  time  afterwards,  but  when,  in  particular, 
does  not  distinctly  appear.  The  Defendant  Austwick  en- 
tered into  a  further  Agreement  with  the  Master  of  the 
Mint,  to  cause  silver  coin  to  be  conveyed  from  London 
to  Towns  not  in  the  line  of  the  Road  from  London 
to  Falmouthy  nor  specified  in  the  Defendant's  Letter  of 
the  11th  of  January  1817.  The  road  to  some  of  these 
Towns  was  partly  on  the  line  of  Road  from  London  to 
Falmouth^  and  then  branched  off;  and  the  road  to  others 
of  these  Towns  was,  in  no  part,  on  the  line  of  Road 
from  London  to  Falmouth.  The  new  Agreement  was 
for  the  purpose  of  guaranteeing  the  Mint  against  any 
loss  which  might  happen  in  respect  of  the  silver  coin, 
when  it  was  not  passing  on  the  line  of  road  from  Lonr 
don  to  Falmouth,  but  on  provincial  or  cross-roads.  By 
this  new  Agreement  the  Mint,  in  consideration  of  this 
guarantee  from  loss  on  the  provincial  roads,  were  to 
pay  not  5  <•  per  cent,  for  insurance,  according  to  the 
first  Agreement,  but  7<.  6d.  per  cent,  for  all  Silver 
Coin  sent  from  the  Mint,  without  any  distinction  whe- 
ther it  vTas  delivered  at  the  several  Towns  specified  in 
the  first  Agreement*  or  whether  it  was  sent,  partially, 
or  wholly,  by  provincial  or  cross-roads.  In  settling 
with  the  Plaintiffs  in  respect  of  this  transaction  with  the 
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Mint^  he  has  accouBted  with  them  only  for  their  shares 
of  the  profits  laade  according  to  the  first  Agreement, 
alleging  that  the  second  Agreement  was  entered  into  by 
him  on  the  account  of  himself  and  his  London  Partner, 
the  Defendant  Maddeford  alone ;  and  that,  having  refer- 
ence only  to  a  guarantee  on  the  provincial  roads  which 
were  not  on  the  line  of  the  common  concern,  that  the 
Plainii&  had  no  interest  in  the  profits  made  by  it.  It 
is  true  that  the  common  concern  had  no  connection 
with  the  provincial  roads,  which  were  the  occasion  of 
the  second  Agreement:  and  it  is  not  upon  that  groimd 
that  they  claim  to  participate  in  its  |Mrofits.  But  they  in- 
sist that  the  second  Agreement  was  entered  into  by  the 
Officers  of  the  Mint  as  connected  with,  and  a  continuation 
of,  the  first  Agreement,  and  in  confidence  of  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  Parties  to  the  first  Agreement :  and  the 
circumstance  that,  by  the  second  Agreement,  7  s.  6  J. 
per  cent,  is  to  be  paid  for  the  same  Coin  in  respect  of 
which  5  s.  per  cent,  only  was  to  be  paid  by  the  first 
Agreement,  although  it  be  true  that  the  addition  is 
myade  in  respect  of  a  new  risk,  manifests  the  opinion  of 
the  Officers  of  the  Mint  of  the  connection  between  the 
Two  Agreements.  The  testimony  of  the  Officers  of  the 
Mint  upon  this  subject,  is  not  so  pointed  as  it  might 
have  been,  if  they  had  been  interrogated  as  to  what  passed 
with  the  Defendant  upon  the  second  treaty ;  but  it  is  suffi- 
ciently plain  that  the  Defendant  Austwick  did  not  ap- 
prize them  that  he  was  treating  for  himself  and  Madde- 
ford,  in  exclusion  of  the  Plaintifis,  and  he  does  not  even 
assert  tliis  in  his  Answer :  and,  upon  the  settled  prin- 
ciples of  Equity,  therefore,  he  could  not  exclude  them 
from  the  same  proportion  of  Profits  as  they  were  enti- 
tled to  under  the  first  Agretment 
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Declare,  therefore^  that  the  second  Agreement^  in  the 
Answer  of  the  Defendant  Au&iwick  mentioned,  is  to  be 
considered  as  made  on  account  of  the  several  Parties 
interested  in  the  first  Agreement,  in  the  proportions  in 
which  they  were  entitled  under  the  first  Agreement ; 
and  let  the  accounts  be  taken  accordingly ;  and  let  the 
Defendant  Austwick  pay  the  Costs  of  the  Suit  to  the 
hearing. 


63 


i8a6. 

Russell 

r. 
Austwick. 


FELLOWES  V.  LORD  GWYDYR. 

1  HE  Defendant,  Lord  Gwydyr,  being  entitled,  as  De- 
puty Great  Chamberlain,  to  the  Fittings-up  and  Deco- 
rations of  Westminster  Hall,  at  the  King's  Coronation, 
sold  them  to  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  his  Deputy  or  As- 
sistant in  that  Office,  for  1 ,000  /.  The  Defendant,  Page, 
had  formerly  been  a  Builder,  and  had  been  employed,  in 
that  capacity,  by  Lord  Gwydyr^s  Father,  who  was  also 
Deputy  Great  Chamberlain,  and  also  in  disposing  of  the 
Fittings-up  of  the  Hail  at  the  Trial  of  the  late  Lord 
Melville.  Ttie  Plaintiff  did  not  remove  the  Articles  he 
bad  so  purchased ;  but  in  the  Name,  and  as  the  Agent  of 
Lord  GwydyVj  signed  an  Agreement  with  Page,  for  the 
Sale  of  them  to  him,  for  1 ,575  /. ;  and  Page  undertook  to 
remove  them,  and  to  make  good  any  Damage  that  might 
be  done  to  the  Hall,  on  or  before  the  loth  of  January 
1822.  This  Agreement  was  signed  by  the  Parties  at  the 
Office  of  Lord  Gwydyr's  Solicitor,  who  had  previously 
perused  it,  and  who  attested  the  Signature. 
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1896.  The  Bill  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  had  made  the  same 

*        ^        '      stipulation  with  Lord  Gwydyr,  as  to  removing  the  Fit- 

KLL0WE8       tings-up,  8cc.  and  reinstating  the  Hall,  as  was  contained 

Losdg'  ^°  ^®  Agreement  with  Page-,  and  that  he  had  used 

Lord  Guydyr's  Name  for  the  purpose  of  giving,  to  that 
Nobleman,  Page*s  security  for  the  performance  of  that 
stipulation ;  and  that  Lord  Gwydyr  had  refused,  either 
to  bring  an  Action  himself,  or  to  permit  the  Plaintiff  to 
use  his  Name  in  bringing  an  Action  against  Page  for  a 
breach  of  the  Agreement.  The  Bill  prayed  that  Page 
might  be  compelled  to  pay  the  Plaintiff  the  Money  re- 
maining due  to  him  under  the  Agreement,  with  Interest 

Page  in  his  Answer  said  that,  when  he  entered  into 
the  Agreement,  he  was  led  to  believe,  by  the  Plaintiff's 
representations,  that  Lord  Gwydyr  was  the  owner  of  the 
Articles;  that  he  signed  the  Agreement  on  the  faith 
that  he  was  dealing  with  Lord  Gwydyr  j  that  he  believed 
from  what  he  had  heard  of  his  Lordship,  and  known  of 
his  Father,  that  if  the  Articles  were  not  worth  1,575  /. 
his  Lordship  would  not  permit  him  to  bear  the  loss ; 
and  that  he  would  not  have  signed  the  Agreement  if 
he  had  known  that  Lord  Gwydyr  was  not  entitled 
to  the  Articles ;  and  that  he  had  sold  the  Articles  at  a 
considerable  loss.  Lord  Gwydyr  in  his  Answer  said 
that  his  Name  had  been  used  by  the  Plaintiff,  in  entering 
into  and  signing  the  Agreement,  without  his  consent 
or  approbation. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Keene,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Heald,  Mr.  Pepys  and  Mr.  Warry  for  the  De- 
fendant, Pc^e. 

The  Plaintiff  must  have  had  some  improper  object  in 
using  Lord  Qwydyr^s  Name.    He  had  no  authority  to 
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do  so  from  Lord  Gwydyr.    Can  he  then  be  coDstituted  1826. 

Lord  Gwydyr^s  Agent  against  his  will,  and  come  into  this 

Court  to  enforee  a  Contract  between  Lord  Gwydyr  and 

Puge,  which  the  former  disclaims?   Page  was  induced  to  -        J"  ydyr 

believe  that  the  Plaintiff  was  acting  as  Lord  Gwi/dyr^s 

Agent,  not  only  by  the  representations  made  to  him  by 

the  Plaintiff,  but  from  knowing  the  connection  that 

existed  between  them,  and  from  the  Agreement  being 

perused  by,  and  signed  at  the  Office  of,  Lord  Gwydyr*s 

Solicitor. 

The  Plaintiff  has  by  misrepresentation  obtained  more 
beneficial  terms  than  he  could  otherwise  have  done,  and, 
therefore,  this  Court  will  not  interpose  on  his  behalf. 
Phillips  V.  Duke  of  Bucks  (a).    Harding  v.  Cox  (6). 

Mr.  BUgh,  for  Lord  Gwydyr,  asked  that  the  Bill 
might  be  dismissed  as  against  him. 

The  Vice-Chancellor:*- 

If  the  Plaintiff  had  been  aware  that  the  Defendant, 
Page,  would  not  have  treated  with  any  other  person 
than  Lord  Gwydyr,  and,  for  that  reason,  had  con- 
cealed his  own  interest  in  the  transaction,  the  Cases 
cited  would  have  applied,  and  would  have  come  to  be 
considered.  But  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  any  knowledge  that  such  was  the  feeling 
of  the  Defendant.  The  Plaintiff  was  naturally  led  to 
apply  to  the  Defendant  Page,  because,  having  been 
employed  in  the  sale  of  such  Fittings-up  on  a  former 
occasion,  he  had  a  degree  of  experience  upon  the  sub- 
ject which  might  incline  him  to  the  purchase.  The 
Plaintiff  states  that  he  used  the  name  of  Lord  Gwydyr 

(a)  1  Vem.  S27.  2d  Edit.      (6)  In  note  to  last  case. 
Vol.  L  f 
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1826.  in  the  written  Contract,  in  order  that  Lord  Gwydyr 

might  have  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Page*s  engagement  to 

clear  the  Hall  by  a  stipulated  day.    This  is  not  a  very 

Loedg'wtdyr   ®^*^sf^ctory  reason.     But  if  the  Plaintiff,  by  the  use  of 

Lord  Gwydyr^s  name,  really  desired  to  conceal  the  spe- 
culative bargain  which  he  had  made  with  Lord  Gwydyr, 
it  would  afford  no  principle  upon  which  the  Defendant 
could  escape  from  the  Contract  without  special  circum- 
stances; and  none  are  proved  here.  This  concealment 
could  work  no  injustice  to  the  Defendant  Page.  The 
Plaintiff  therefore  is  entitled  to  a  Decree  for  the  Money 
due  to  him  upon  the  Contract. 


idth  November. 


Annvity, 
Bankrupt. 
Assignee. 

An  Annuity 
given  to  A,  for 
his  Personal 
Support,  not  to 
be  liable  to  his 
Debt!,  and  to  be 
paid  from  time 
to  time  into  his 
proper  hands  and 
not  to  any  other 
Person,  and  his 
Receipt  only  to 
be  a  sufficient 
discharge,  passes 
on  A.'s  Bank- 
ruptcy to  his 
Assignees. 


GRAVES  V.  DOLPHIN. 

1  HE  Testator^  Benjamin  Graves,  gave  his  real  and 
personal  Estates  to  Trustees  upon  trust  (amongst  other 
things)  to  pay  an  Annuity  of  500  /.  to  his  Son  John 
Graves,  for  the  Term  of  his  natural  Life,  and  then  pro- 
ceeded thus : 

*'  And  my  Will  further  is,  and  I  do  direct  and  declare 
that  the  said  Annuity,  or  yearly  Sum  of  500  L,  by  me 
given  to  my  Son  John  Graves  for  his  Life  as  aforesaid, 
is  by  me  intended  for  his  personal  maintenance  and 
support  during  the  whole  Term  of  his  natural  Life,  and 
shall  not,  nor  shall  any  pait  thereof,  on  any  account  or 
pretence  whatsoever,  be  subject  or  liable  to  the  Debts, 
Engagements,  Charges  or  Incumbrances  of  him,  my  said 
Son ;  but  that  the  same  shall  be,  for  the  purpose  afore- 
said, from  time  to  time,  as  and  when  the  same  shall 
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from  time  to  time  become  due  and  payable^  be  paid 
over  into  the  proper  hands  of  him,  my  said  Son,  only, 
and  not  to  any  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever ; 
and  I  do  farther  direct  that  the  Receipt  or  Receipts  of 
him  my  said  Son  only  for  such  Annuity  shall  be  a  good 
and  sufficient  discharge^  and  several  good  and  sufficient 
discharges  to  my  said  Trustees  for  the  same."  John 
Graves  having  become  a  Bankrupt,  his  Assignees  sold 
the  Annuity  to  the  Defendant  Freshfield:  and  the  ques- 
tion in  the  Cause  was  whether  the  Annuity  past  to  the 
Assignees  by  the  Assignment  of  the  Commissioners. 


67 


18-26. 


Graves 
Dolphin. 


Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Wakefield  for  John  Graves  con- 
tended that  the  Annuity  had  not  past  to  the  Assignees. 
They  relied  on  the  direction  in  the  Will  that  the  An- 
nuity should  be  from  time  to  time  paid  into  the  proper 
hands  of  John  Graves,  and  that  his  Receipts  should  be 
a  sufficient  discharge  for  the  same* 

The  VicB  Chancellor  : — 

The  Testator  might,  if  he  had  thought  fit,  have  made 
the  Annuity  determinable  by  the  Bankruptcy  of  his 
Son :  but  the  policy  of  the  Law  does  not  permit  pro- 
perty to  be  so  limited  that  it  shall  continue  in  the  en- 
joyment of  the  Bankrupt,  notwithstanding  his  bank- 
ruptcy. Declare  that  the  Defendant  Freshfield  is  well 
entitled  to  the  Annuity  in  question  (a). 

(a)  See  Brandon  v.  Robinson^  1  Rose,  197 ;  S.  C  18  Ves. 
429;  and  1  Swan,  48l>  n. 
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14th  iovember.  MENDIZ ABEL  t,.  M ACH ADO.  (•) 

Pka.  This  was  a  Bill  for  Discovery,  and  for  a  Commission 

.  ZJ  L  f  to  examine  Witnesses  abroad,  in  aid  of  an  Action  at 
the  Plaintiff  has  Law,  commenced  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the  Defend- 
no  interest  in  the  ^nt,  to  recover  a  very  large  Sum  of  Money,  out  of  which 
sJafS  f gSd  ^^  Plaintiff  alleged  that  he  was  entiUed  to  be  reim- 
Plea  to  a  Bill     bursed  the  Sums  which,  under  the  orders  of  the  Execu- 

for  Discovery      ^j^^  Government  of  Spain,  he  had  advanced  to  that 

ana  a  Commis- 

sion.  Government. 

he^J^^T^Z      To  this  Bill  the  Defendant  put  in  a  Plea  and  Answer, 
and  the  Allied     The  substance  of  the  Plea  was  that  the  title  to  call 

Power4,in  1814,  ^        ^yie  Defendant  for  the  Money  in  question,  was 
and  by  subse-         ^  .        1       t*     • 

quent  conven-      not  in  the  Plaintiff,  but  m  other  Parties. 

tioas,  certain 

pj^J  If Se  ^"  *^  important  parts  of  the  BiU  and  Plea  are 

disposal  of  the  fully  stated  in  the  Judgment.     It  was  agreed  on  the 

King  of  Spain,  ^^^^  ^f  ^jjg  Plaintiff  to  waive  any  objection  that  might 

claims  of  S|%a-     ^®  made  to  the  Defence,  on  the  ground  of  the  Plea 

nish  subjects       being  over-ruled  by  the  Answer. 

upon  the  French 

Government, 

and  those  Claims  were  to  be  adjusted  by  Commissioners,  and  the  Funds, 

in  the  meantime,  were  by  orders  of  the  King  of  Spain  deposited  with 

the  Defendant. 

In  1823,  the  Certes  of  Spain  voted  that  these  Funds  should  be  applied 
towards  the  exigencies  of  the  State ;  and  under  that  V^ote,  the  Minister 
of  Spain  borrowed  a  large  Sum  from  the  Plaintiff  upon  the  credit  of 
those  Funds,  and  the  Plaintiff  took  Bills  for  the  amount  upon  the  Defen- 
dant, who  refusing  to  pay  them,  the  Plaintiff  arrested  him,  and  filed  this 
Bill  for  Discovery  and  a  Commission  to  examine  Witnesses  in  aid  of  his 
Action:  To  this  Bill  the  Defendant  pleaded  the  Treaties  and  Conven- 
tions under  which  the  Funds  came  to  his  hand  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Spanish  Creditors  on  the  French  Government,  and  the  Plea  was  allowed. 
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Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  Russell  for  the  Plea,  insisted  that^  1 8a6. 

if  the  facts  put  in  issue  by  the  Plea,  were  true,  (and  in  '^        ^ 

the  present  stage  of  the  Cause  they  must  be  taken  to  be  Mendizabel 
so,)  the  Discovery  sought  by  the  Bill  must  be  utterly      ^      ' 
useless.     Williams  v.  Everett  (a),  Yates  v.  BeU{b). 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  O.  Auderdon  for  the  Bill : — 

It  is  clear,  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  Bill,  that  an 
Action  would  lie  against  the  Defendant  for  Money 
had  and  received.  But,  if  the  Plea  is  to  prevail,  there 
must  be  an  end  to  any  such  Action ;  for  it  would  be 
impossible  for  the  Plaintiff,  without  the  Discovery  which 
is  sought  by  the  Bill,  to  give  the  evidence  necessary  to 
support  the  Action.  This  is  a  negative  Plea  to  a  Bill 
for  Discovery.  It  is  admitted  that  there  may  be  a 
negative  plea  to  a  Bill  for  Relief:  but  it  is  questionable 
whether  such  a  defence  is  available  against  a  Bill  for 
Discovery,  There  is  besides,  in  this  Plea,  a  studied 
ambiguity  as  to  that  part  which  relates  to  the  particular 
Fund  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant.  But,  if  the  Case 
made  by  the  Plea  is  true,  it  would  afford  matter  for  a 
valid  defence  at  Law.  It  has,  however,  been  decided, 
in  Hindman  v.  Taylor  (c),  that  a  Plea  of  matter  which  is 
a  good  defence  to  the  Action  at  Law  in  aid  of  which 
the  Bill  is  filed,  is  not  a  bar  to  the  Discovery. 

Mr.  Heald  in  reply : — 

There  is  no  such  rule,  as  to  Bills  for  Discovery,  as 
that  which  is  contended  for.  In  Baillie  v.  Sibbald(d), 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  pleaded  to  a  Bill  for 
Discovery  in  aid  of  an  Action.    It  might  there  have 

(fl)  14  East  582.        (fi)  3  Bam.  and  Aid.  643. 
(c)  a  Bro.  C.  C.  7.  S.  C.  a.  Dick.  651.  (rf)  15  Ves.  185. 
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been  said  that  the  matter  pleaded  to  the  Bill,  was  a 
good  Defence  to  the  Action  at  Law  :  but  it  was  not  so 
held  by  the  Court,  although  the  Plea  was  over-ruled 
upon  a  different  ground  (a). 


The  Vice-Chancrllor: — 

The  substance  of  this  Bill  is,  that,  in  the  month  of 
April  1822,  the  French  Government  placed  at  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  Spanish  Government,  a 
sum  of  Eighteen  Millions  and  a  Half  of  Francs^  of  the 
money  of  France,  in  Retites  or  Inscriptions  in  the  Trea- 
sury of  France,  and  that  Twelve  Millions  of  such  Rentes 
were  shortly  afterwards,  by  order  of  the  Executive 
Government  of  Spain,  paid  or  transferred  into  the  name 
of  Mr.  Noguera,  who  was  at  that  time  the  Chargi 
d^ Affaires  of  Spain  at  Paris -j  and  that,  in  the  month  of 
August  1822,  Mr.  Noguera,  being  removed  from  his 
official  situation,  by  the  order  of  the  Executive  Govern- 
ment of  Spain,  transferred  such  Rentes  to  the  Defendant 
Machado,  who  was  confidentially  employed,  by  such 
Executive  Government  of  Spain,  and  had  received  its  in- 
structions to  hold  the  Rentes  so  transferred  to  him,  at  the 
order  and  disposition  of  such  Executive  Government;  that 
the  Defendant  afterwards,  in  pursuance  of  instructions 
from  the  Executive  Government  of  Spain,  sold  out  and 
transmitted  to  this  country  the  whole  of  the  said  Funds, 
or  the  greater  part  thereof  to  the  amount  of  300,000/. ; 
that  the  Assembly  of  the  Cortes,  convened  according  to 
the  Constitution  of  Spain,  by  a  solemn  and  legitimate 
Act,  authorized  the  Executive  Government  to  apply  and 
dispose  of  the  said  Funds  to  the  exigencies  of  the  Ex- 
ecutive Government ;  and  that,  thereupon,  the  Execu- 


(a)  See  Beames  on  Pleas,  276. 
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live  Qovemment  applied  to  the  Plaintiff  Mendizabtt, 
who  was  a  Merchant  and  one  of  the  Contractors-gene* 
ral  for  supplying  the  Army  of  Spain,  to  make  advances, 
for  the  use  of  the  Government,  upon  the  faith  and 
credit  of  the  Funds  so  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant ; 
and  that  he,  the  Plaintiff,  accordingly  made  such  ad- 
vances to  the  amount  of  111,565/.  12  s.  *]d.,  and  re- 
ceived, in  payment  of  the  same»  certain  Orders  or  Bills 
of  Exchange,  drawn  by  the  Treasurer-general  of  Spain, 
upon  the  Defendant.  The  Bill  insists  that  the  Defend- 
ant was  bound  to  pay  such  Bills  to  the  Plaintiff;  and 
that,  having  refused  to  accept  or  pay  the  same,  he,  the 
Plaintiff,  had  commenced  an  Action  against  him  in  this 
country,  and  had  caused  him  to  be  arrested  and  held 
to  bail,  for  a  sum  of  80,000/.  And  the  Bill  prays  a 
Discovery,  from  the  Defendant,  of  the  several  facts 
stated,  and  a  Commission  for  the  Examination  of 
Witnesses  in  foreign  Countries,  in  order  to  enable  the 
Plaintiff  to  support  his  Action.  The  Bill  contains  many 
charges  of  Admissions  and  Conduct  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendant  amounting  to  acknowledgment  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's title. 

To  this  Bill  the  Defendant  has  put  in  a  Plea  and 
Answer.  He  professes  to  answer  all  those  Charges  in 
the  Bill,  which  seek  to  raise  a  Case  against  him  upon 
the  ground  of  personal  Conduct  and  Admissions ;  and, 
as  to  all  other  the  Statements  and  Charges  in  the  Bill, 
he  puts  in  a  Plea,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  him* 
self  from  any  Discovery,  and  in  order  to  deprive  the 
Plaintiff  of  the  benefit  of  the  Commission  for  the  Ex- 
amination of  Witnesses. 

By  his  Plea  be  states  the  several  Treaties  which  in 
the  year  1814  were  entered  into  between  France,  on 
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the  one  part,  and  the  several  Allied  Powers,  on  the 
other,  of  which  Spain  was  one^  and,  especially,  refers 
to  the  Articles  of  the  said  Treaties,  whereby  the  French 
Goyemment  engaged  to  cause  to  be  Uquidated  and  paid 
all  Sums  due,  in  countries  beyond  its  territories,  in 
virtue  of  Contracts  or  other  formal  Engagements,  en- 
tered into  between  Individuals  or  private  Establish- 
ments and  the  French  Authorities,  both  for  Supplies  and 
legal  obligations ;  and  also  to  the  Article  of  the  said 
Treaties  whereby  the  several  Contracting  Powers  en- 
gage to  appoint  Commissioners^  who  were  to  regulate 
^nd  effectuate  the  execution  of  the  former  Articles,  and 
to  employ  themselves  in  the  liquidation  of  the  Claims 
thereby  provided  for. 


The  Plea  further  states  several  Treaties  and  Conven- 
tions, which  were  afterwards  made  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  effect  to  the  Articles  referred  to :  and  it  appears 
to  me  not  to  be  necessary  particularly  to  notice  them, 
until  we  arrive  at  the  Secret  Treaty  or  Convention  be- 
tween France  and  Spainy  on  the  28th  March  1818, 
which  professes  to  have  been  entered  into  for  the  pur- 
pose of  definitively  settling  the  execution  of  the  Articles 
referred  to  as  far  as  they  regard  Spain.  By  the  first  Ar* 
tide  of  this  Treaty,  the  Sum  total,  to  be  paid  by  France 
to  the  subjects  of  Spain,  is  fixed  at  One  Million  Eight 
Hundred  and  Fifty  Thousand  Francs  of  JZ^n^es  in  Inscrip- 
tions in  the  Great  Book  of  France,  representing  a  Capital 
of  Thirty«seven  Millions  of  Francs. 


By  the  second  Article^  in  case  the  part  which  may  be 
allotted  to  Spain  in  the  division  to  be  made  of  the 
total  Sum  which  France  will  bind  herself  to  pay  to  the 
subjects  of  Foreign  Powers,  should  be  below  this  stipu- 
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lated  sum,  the  French  Goyemment  engages  to  make 
'up  the  deficiency. 

By  the  third  Article  this  Sum  of  One  Million  Eight 
Hundred  and  Fifty  Thousand  Francs  of  lie/i^ei  is  to  be 
divided  into  two  equal  Paits,  one  of  which  is  to  be  paid 
into  the  hands  of  such  person  or  persons  as  may  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  Spanish  Government,  upon  the  same 
terms,  and  at  the  same  periods  as  those  determined 
with  regard  to  other  Powers ;  and  the  other  part  is  to 
remain  deposited  in  the  hands  of  Commissioners,  ap- 
pointed for  that  purpose  in  equal  numbers  on  both 
sides,  and  who  shall  receive  the  Interest  accumulating 
in  a  compound  ratio,  in  favour  of  Spanish  Subjects, 
Creditors  of  France,  until  such  time  when  the  mixed 
Commission,  to  be  entrusted  with  the  investigation  and 
liquidation  of  the  claims  of  Spanish  Subjects  against 
France,  shall  have  provided  the  needful  means,  and  the 
King  of  Spain  shall  have  provided  the  needful  means  for 
the  payment  of  the  said  claims. 

By  a  subsequent  Treaty,  between  France  and  all  the 
Allies,  dated  April  25th  1818,  the  Sum  total  which 
France  binds  herself  to  pay  to  the  Subjects  of  all  the 
Foreign  Powers,  is  fixed  at  a  Rente  of  12  Millions, 
and  40,000  Francs,  or  a  Capital  of  240  Millions  and 
800,000  Francs ;  and  the  part  allotted  to  Spain  is  fixed 
at  a  Rente  of  850,000  Francs,  representing  a  Capital  of 
17  Millions  of  Francs. 

•This  part,  therefore,  so  allotted,  is  less,  by  more  than 
one  half,  than  the  Sum  which,  by  the  Secret  Treaty  of 
the  preceeding  month,  France  had  bound  herself  to  pay 
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The  Plea  further  states  that,  on  the  30th  of  April 
1822,  a  further  Treaty  was  entered  into,  between  France 
and  Spain,  whereby  the  French  Ooremment  engages  to 
cause  payment  to  be  made,  into  the  hands  of  such  per- 
son or  persons  as  may,  for  that  purpose,  be  authorized 
by  the  King  of  Spainf  of  the  overplus  of  the  Renta, 
which  the  French  Government  kept  as  a  deposit,  in- 
cluding the  whole  amount  of  the  compound  Interest. 
The  Plea  then  avers  that  the  overplus  of  the  Rentes 
mentioned  in  the  last  Treaty,  was  that  moiety  of  the 
Sum  agreed  to  be  paid  by  France  to  Spanish  subjects, 
which,  according  to  the  third  Article  of  the  Treaty  of 
March  1818,  was  to  remain  deposited  until  the  Claims 
of  Spanish  Subjects  were  liquidated  by  the  mixed  Com- 
mission there  referred  to. 

The  effect,  therefore,  of  this  last  Treaty  seems  to 
have  been,  to  place  this  deposit,  not  in  the  hands  of  a 
mixed  Commission,  but  in  the  hands  of  Spanish  Com- 
missioners only. 

The  Plea  then  states  that  the  French  Oovemment  after- 
wards transferred  this  overplus  to  Mr.  Noguera,  who  was 
duly  appointed,  by  the  King  of  5/>atii,to  receive  the  same 
for  the  purposes  in  the  said  Treaties  and  Conventions 
mentioned;  and  that  Mr.  Noguera  afterwards  transferred 
part,  but  not  the  whole,  of  such  Funds  into  the  hands 
of  the  Defendant^  who  was  appointed  by  the  King  of 
Spain  to  receive  them  for  the  same  purpose  of  being 
applied  according  to  the  Treaties  and  Conventions.   The 
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Plea  then  states  that,  at  the  dates  of  these  Treaties  and 
Conventions,  there  were  and  still  are  Debts  due  to  In- 
dividuals and  to  private  Establishments  within  the  mean-* 
ing  of  the  said  Treaties  and  Conventions,  to  an  amount 
greater  than  the  said  overplus  of  Rentes  in  the  hands  of 
the  Defendant  and  the  remainder  of  the  Funds  pro- 
vided for  that  purpose  by  the  said  Treaties  and  Con- 
ventions, will  be  able  to  dischai^e.  And  the  Plea  far- 
ther states  that  a  royal  Decree  v^as  duly  made,  by  the 
King  of  Spain,  on  the  20th  of  March  1824^  appointing 
the  Commissions  for  the  liquidation  of  the  said  Claims, 
which  it  states  to  have  been  interrupted  by  the  unfor- 
tunate occuirence  of  March  1820;  and  the  Plea  avers 
that  both  the  said  Commissions  are  now  in  a  state  of 
activity. 
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The  Plea  further  avers  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not,  nor 
has  any  claim  to  any  portion  of  the  Funds  provided 
under  any  of  the  said  Treaties  and  Conventions;  and  that 
the  Monies  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant,  which  are 
claimed  by  the  Bill,  are  portion  of  the  overplus  of  Rentes 
in  the  said  Treaty  of  the  30th  of  April  182a  mentioned, 
or  of  the  proceeds  and  produce  thereof.  And  the  De- 
fendant insists  upon  the  said  several  Matters  in  bar  to 
the  Discovery  and  Commissions  prayed  by  the  Bill. 

The  question  to  be  first  considered,  therefore,  is,  whe- 
ther, taking  the  several  Matters  stated  in  this  Plea  to  be 
true,  the  Plaintiff,  upon  the  Case  made  by  the  Bill,  has 
any  Interest  in  the  Funds  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant. 


The  Bill  represents  that  these  Funds,  by  virtue  of 
Conventional  arrangements  between  the  Governments 
of  France  and  Spain,  were  placed  at  the  order  and  dis- 
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position  of  the  Executive  Goverament  of  Spain,  and, 
by  the  direction  of  that  Goveramenti  came  into  the 
hands  of  the  Defendant,  to  be  held  by  him  at  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  said  Executive  Government  of 
Spain,  as  he  should,  from  time  to  time,  be  instructed ; 
and  that,  afterwards,  in  the  year  1 823,  the  Assembly  of 
the  Cortes,  then  legally  convened,  authorized  the  Exe- 
cutive Government  to  apply  these  Funds  to  the  general 
exigencies  of  the  State,  and  that,  thereupon,  the  then 
Minister  of  Finance  in  Spain,  requested  the  Plaintiff  to 
make  certain  advances,  which  were  immediately  required 
for  the  exigencies  of  the  State,  upon  the  credit  of 
these  Funds ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  did,  accordingly, 
make  such  advances  to  the  amount  of  1 1 1 ,566 1. 12  s.  yd. 
and  received  Bills  of  Exchange  to  that  amount,  which 
were  drawn  upon  the  Defendant,  by  the  Treasurer-Ge- 
neral of  the  Spanish  nation :  and  the  Plaintiff  seeks  the 
aid  of  this  Court,  to  assist  him  in  recovering,  from  the 
Defendant,  the  amount  of  those  Bills. 


Now,  if  the  Plea  of  the  Defendant  be  true,  and  for 
the  present  purpose  it  must  be  taken  to  be  so,  these 
Funds  were  not,  by  the  Treaty  between  France  and 
Spain,  placed  at  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  Exe- 
cutive Government  of  Spain,  nor  did  they,  by  the 
direction  of  that  Government,  come  into  the  hands 
of  the  Defendant,  to  be  applied  by  him,  from  time 
to  time,  as  he  should  be  instructed  by  that  Govern- 
ment. But,  by  the  Treaties  between  France  and  Spain, 
these  Funds  were  raised  and  paid  by  France,  for  the 
special  purpose  of  being  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the 
Subjects  of  Spain  who  were  Creditors  of  France,  and 
were  no  otherwise  placed  at  the  order  and  disposition 
of  the  King  of  Spain,  than  to  enable  him  to  provide  for 
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the  payment  of  such  Claims,  when  the  amount  of  them 
should  be  respectively  liquidated  by  the  Commissioners 
for  that  purpose  to  be  appointed.  If  the  King  of  Spain, 
himself,  had  attempted,  therefore,  to  divert  these  Funds 
from  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  advanced  by 
France,  and  to  apply  them  to  the  general  exigencies  of 
his  Government,  it  would  have  been  a  direct  violation 
of  his  engagements  with  France ;  and,  being  contrary 
to  the  first  principles  of  Equity,  his  purpose  would  not 
have  been  aided  by  this  Court. 

The  Cortes  cannot,  at  the  utmost,  pretend  to  more 
than  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  King  of  Spain,  and, 
as  this  Court  would  not  have  assisted  the  Plaintiff  in 
recovering  these  funds  from  the  Defendant,  if  the 
Plaintiff  had  claimed  them,  under  the  order  of  the  King, 
in  repayment  of  advances  made  by  him  for  the  exigen- 
cies of  the  State,  it  necessarily  follows  that  he  cannot 
receive  the  assistance  of  this  Court,  claiming  them  in 
repayment  of  such  advances,  not  under  the  order  of  the 
King,  but  under  the  order  of  the  Cortes. 

The  Plaintiff,  however,  contends  that,  if  he  were  to 
admit  that  his  Case  is  such  that  he  can  have  no  title  to 
be  relieved  in  Equity,  yet  he  is  still  entitled  to  the  Dis- 
covery and  Commission,  which  is  all  he  seeks  by  this 
Bill,  in  aid  of  his  Action  at  Law ;  and  that  the  Defen- 
dant cannot,  by  Plea,  protect  himself  from  the  Discovery. 
This  is  surely  a  singular  proposition.  For  the  conse- 
quence would  be  that  any  person,  first  suing  out  a  Writ 
at  Law  against  another,  might,  by  a  Bill  in  Equity  for 
a  Discovery,  compel  such  other  person  to  disclose,  upon 
oath,  all  the  particulars  of  any  transaction,  however 
secret  and  important,  with  which  the  Plaintiff  had  no 
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maimer  of  concern,  merely  by  introducing  into  his  Bill 
the  false  allegation  that  he  had  an  interest  in  the  trans- 
action,  since,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Plaintiff, 
it  would  not  be  permitted  to  the  Defendant  to  protect 
himself  from  such  discoyery,  by  proving  to  the  Court 
the  falsehood  of  the  allegation  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
any  interest  in  the  transaction. 


But  the  law  of  the  Court,  as  well  as  the  reason  of  the 
thing,  is  directly  the  other  way ;  and  a  Defendant  is  en- 
titled to  protect  himself  from  a  Discovery,  by  a  Plea 
that  the  Plaintiff  has  no  interest  in  the  subject  of  his 
Suit :  and  such  is  the  nature  of  this  Plea.  This  is  stated 
by  Lord  Redeidale(f)  to  be  the  doctrine  of  the  Court; 
and  the  Case  cited  by  the  Plaintiff  in  support  of  his 
proposition,  when  it  is  carefully  considered,  will  be 
found  consistent  with  this  doctrine. 

I  have  already  stated  that  the  Plea  of  the  Defendant 
is  accompanied  by  an  Answer.  The  Plaintiff,  very  pro- 
perly, waives  all  objection  of  form  to  the  Answer;  and 
I  have  not,  therefore,  entered  into  the  consideration  of 
it    The  Plea  must  be  allowed. 

(/)  Treat  Plea.  aaS. 
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1826. 
16th  &  17th 
RHODES  V.  RUDGE.  November, 

1  HE  Reverend  J.  S.  Fermor  made  his  Will,  as  follows :  Will. 

"  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my  real  and  personal  Estate,  — *- 

whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  unto  my  friends,  Michael  , .  ^^^^^^^ 
Bray  and  Edward  Rudge,  Esquires,  their  Heirs,  Exe-  sonal  Estate,  to 
cutors.  Administrators  and  Assigns,  upon  the  following  Persons  whom 
Trusts  (that  is  to  say),  upon  Trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  appointed  his 
sell  and  dispose  of,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  Executors,  in 
after  my  decease,  my  living  of  Crat/ford,  in  the  county  J^J^^*^  ,,u 
of  Kent,  and  the  Money  to  arise  by  Sale  thereof  to  go  an  Advowson, 

in  discharge  of  my  Debts  and  Legacies,  and  the  Costs  !f  ^  apply  the 

,  ^  ^  t     «i  t       ,  ,        ,  ,     Proceeds  in  dis- 

and  Charges  of  the  Trusts  hereby  created,  and  to  apply  charge  of  his 

the  same  accordingly ;  and,  if  such  Money  arising  by  Debts  and  Le- 

such  Sale  as  aforesaid,  be  not  sufficient  to  discharge  ^y^hoQ^^  k^ 

the  said  Debts  and  Legacies  as  aforesaid,  upon  further  insufficieDtythen 

Trust  to  cause  Timber  to  be  felled,  on  one  or  all  of  my  ^  !^^^  9^^^^ 

.  ,        ,  „  ,  .         ,         n         .      .      nciencybySale 

said  real  Estates,  to  the  amount  m  value  of  500/.,  the  or  Mortgage  of 

same  to  be  applied  in  discharge  of  my  said  Debts  and  his  real  EstateB, 
Legacies ;  and,  if  the  Money  arising  by  Sale  of  such  ^ecutra  to  re- 
Timber,  should  not  be  fully  sufficient  to  dischaige  the  tain  their  Ex- 
same,  then  upon  further  Trust  by  Mortgage  or  Sale,  to  ^^^'  ^^^^ 
raise  such  deficiency,  on  all  or  any  of  my  said  real  declare  any 
Estates,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  off  my  said  Debts  Trust  of  his  per- 
and  Legacies,  and  the  Costs  and  Charges  of  the  Trusts  u^^^  ^^^  ^  * 
hereby  created,  and  to  apply  the  same  accordingly :  and  personal  Estate 
apon  thlB  farther  Trust,  by  the  ways  and  means  afoie-  *  piiSS  ti.e 
said,  or  any  of  them,  to  raise  and  pay  the  following  payment  of  the 
Legacies,  which  1  give  to  the  Persons,  and  in  manner  Testator'sDtbts. 
following,  (that  is  to  say),  to  my  dear  Mother  300/. 
to  my  dear  Wife,  all  such  Sum  and  Sums  of  Money  as 
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i8«6.  shall  appear  to  be  due  to  me,  at  the  time  of  my  de- 

"  cease,  in  the  Books  kept  by  the  Governor  and  Company 

Rbodis        ^f  ^g  jj^jj^  ^f  Englofid,  and  the  Interest  and  Dividends 

^  thereof;  and  also  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  dear  Wife 

all  such  Money  as  shall  appear  due  and  owing  to  me, 

from  Messrs.  Child's  and  Co.  Bankers,  in  Lomdom:  I 

give  to  my  Uncle,  Major  Jama  Boorden^  th^Rmi  uf 

9,000  /.  to  my  Godson,  Thomea  Weston^  of  BirJt$  hie, 

in  the  comity  of  Kent,  the  sum  of  too  /. :   to 

Taylor,  daughter  of  Jeffery  Taylor,  of   Seven  Oaks, 

aforesaid,  apothecary,  the  Sum  of  50/.;  and  to  Mary 

Pett,  a  very  faithful  servant,  v^ho  has  lived  in  my  fft- 

'  mily  thirty-six  years,  the  sum  of  20  /.  payable  cm  the 

day  of  my  death ;  and  also  a  clear  Annuity  of  20/.  for 
her  life,  to  be  paid  half  yearly,  by  equal  portions,  the 
first  half  yearly  payment  thereof  to  be  made  at  the  end 
of  six  months  next  after  my  decease ;  and  to  each  of 
my  servants,  who  shall  be  living  with  me  at  the  time  of 
my  death,  two  years'  wages,  over  and  above  what  shall 
be  due  to  them,  respectively,  at  the  time  of  my  de- 
cease :  and,  upon  this  further  Trust,  that  the  said 
Trustees,  their  Heirs,  Executors,  Administrators  and 
Assigns,  do  and  shall  stand  seized  and  possessed  of  my 
said  real  Estates,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  respec- 
tively remain  after  answering  the  purposes  aforesaid,  in 
Trust,  as  to  the  Rents  and  Profits  thereof,  for  my  said 
Mother  and  Wife,  during  their  joint  lives,  in  equal  por- 
tions; and,  after  the  decease  of  my  said  Mother,  and  in 
case  my  said  Wife  shall  survive  her,  then  in  Trust  for 
my  said  Wife  during  her  life ;  but,  if  my  said  Wife 
shall  die  in  the  life-time  of  my  said  Mother,  then,  after 
the  decease  of  my  said  Wife,  in  Trust  for  my  said  Mo- 
ther, during  her  life ;  and,  from  and  afler  the  decease  of 
my  said  Mother,  then  in  Trust  for  John  Austin,  of  Broad- 
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ford  or  Seven  Oaks  aforesaid,  during  his  natural  life;  and 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  John  Austin,  then 
in  Trust  for  my  Sister-in-law,  the  Right  honourable 
Henrietta  Benton,  Spinster,  during  her  life;  and,  from 
and  after  her  decease,  in  Trust  for  all  and  every  the 
Child  and  Children  of  her  Body,  to  be  begotten,  who 
shall  9^  to  attain  the  age  of  Twenty-one  years,  in  equal 
portions,  if  more  than  one,  and,  if  but  one,  then  to 
such  one  Child,  and  their,  his  or  her  respective  Heirs, 
Executors,  Administrators  and  Assigns ;  and,  in  case 
my  said  Wife  shall  marry  after  my  decease,  and  there 
shall  be  any  Child  or  Children  of  her  Body  begotten, 
living  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  then  it  is  my  Will 
that  my  said  Trustees  shall  stand  seised  and  possessed 
of  my  said  real  Estates,  or  so  much  thereof  respectively 
as  shall  remain  after  answering  the  purposes  aforesaid, 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  ray  said 
Mother  and  Wife,  subject  to  and  charged  witli  the  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  of  3,000/.,  which,  in  that  event,  I  give 
to  my  said  Sister-in-law  Henrietta  Benton  (if  she  shall 
be  then  living)  in  Trust  for  all  and  every  the  Child  and 
Children  of  the  Body  of  my  said  Wife  to  be  begotten, 
who  shall  survive  her,  and  shall  live  to  attain  the  age  of 
Twenty-one  years,  in  equal  proportions,  if  more  than 
one,  and,  if  but  one,  then  to  such  one  Child,  and  for 
their,  his  or  her  Heirs,  Executors,  Administrators  and 
Assigns  respectively."    The  Testator  then  directed  that 
the  Receipts  of  his  Trustees  should  be  sufficient  dis- 
charges for  the  Money  to  arise  by  Mortgage  or  Sale  of 
his  Estates,  and  then  proceeded  as  follows:  ''And  I  do 
hereby  nominate  and  appoint  the  said  Michael  Bray  and 
Edvfard  Rudge  Executors  of  this  my  Will ;  and  I  order 
and  direct  that  my  said  Trustees  and  Executors,  and 
their  Heirs,  Executors,  Administrators   and  Assigns^ 
Vol.  I.  G 
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shall  deduct  and  retain  their  respective  CostSi  Charges 
and  Expenses,  and  for  their  trouble  in  the  execution  of 
the  Trusts  hereby   in  them  reposed^  or  in  relation 
thereto/' 

Mr.  Home,  Mr.  Roupell,  and  Mr.  Wray^  for  the  Flain- 
tifF:— 

The  Testator  did  not  mean  to  exonerate  his  personal 
Estate;  for,  in  the  first  place,  the  real  and  personal 
Estates  are  given  to  the  Executors  upon  certain  Trusts. 
Nothing  is  given  to  them  beneficially.  Next,  the  Tes- 
tator has  made  no  particular  disposition  of  his  personal 
Estate.  Duke  of  Ancaster  v.  Mayer  {a).  Grty  t. 
Minmethorpe  (6). 

Mr.  Heald,  and  Mr.  Pole,  for  the  Executors:— 

The  question  is,  whether  the  Testator  intended  lus 
real  Estate  to  be  primarily  liable  to  the  payment  of  hit 
Debts  and  Legacies,  not  whether  he  meant  to  exonerate 
his  personal  Estate  ? 

It  would  be  difiicult  to  contend  that  the  Testator 
meant  to  exonerate  his  personal  Estate,  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  dying  intestate  as  to  it.  But  here  he  did 
make  a  disposition  of  his  personal  Estate,  under  which 
the  Executors  are  entitled  to  it  beneficially.  The  Tes- 
tator declares  Trusts  of  his  real  Estate,  but  not  of  his 
personal  Estate.  He  merely  makes  specific  Bequests 
of  certain  parts  of  it.  The  direction  that  the  Execu- 
tors shall  retain  their  Costs  and  Expenses  can  have 
no  effect  on  the  construction  of  the  WiU  ;  for  the  Law 
would  allow  them  to  do  so  without  such  a  direction.  The 
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Case  of  Dawson  v.  Clark  (c)  is  precisely  in  point.  That 
Case  came  before  Lord  Eldan,  C.  upon  Appeal,  and  the 
decision  was  affirmed  (cf)*  In  Southause  v.  Bate  the 
attention  of  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.  was  again  called  to  it, 
and  his  Honor  then  said  that  he  thought  that  the  Ex- 
ecutors, as  such,  would  haye  been  entitled  even  if  they 
had  not  taken  by  the  direct  Bequest  (e).  Bootle  v.  B/tm- 
dell  (/).  Comngham  y.  MeUish  (g).  Paice  v.  The  Arch- 
Inthop  of  Canterbury  (h).    Rogers  v.  Rogers  (f). 

The  Testator  orders  his  Living  at  Crawford  to  be  sold, 
in  the  Jirst  place.  This  is  a  direction  to  sell  it  at  all 
erents ;  and  the  words  **  in  the  first  place  "  are  quite  as 
strong  as  the  word  ''  fully/'  which  was  relied  on  in 
Stephenson  v.  Heathcoie(k).  In  speaking  of  the  Money 
to  arise  by  the  sale  of  the  Timber  he  uses  the  identical 
word  ^  fully."  He  does  not  say,  that  if  the  Money  to 
arise  from  the  sale  of  the  living  and  theTimber^  together 
with  his  personal  Estate,  shall  not  be  sufficient  to  dis- 
charge his  Debts ;  but  if  the  Money  to  arise  by  those 
means  alone  shall  not  be  sufficient  for  that  purpose, 
then  his  real  Estate  shall  be  sold.  It  is  clear^  therefore, 
that  he  did  not  intend  his  personal  Estate  to  be  applied 
in  payment  of  his  Debts  and  Legacies  until  the  Money 
to  arise  by  sale  of  his  real  Estate  should  be  exhausted. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Sir  George  Hampson  for  the  Executor 
of  the  Testator's  Mother^  who  had  been  in  possession 
of  a  moiety  of  the  Estates,  did  not  argue  the  question' 
as  the  Pluntiffs  waived  the  taking  of  the  account  of 
the  Rents  and  Profits  received  by  her. 
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i*^»6u  Mr.  PtAdl^  hr  the  DeftsMbnt  Htwriatm  Bmrt-am 

'         ^^     "^^  tbt  AdmJmstrztYix  of  dse  Test2LtGr*$  Wiiow : — 

Tbe  proruioc  iii  the  \llil  f:>r  the  pejineai  of  the  Execu- 
RcM^  tern  CoftlSy  choirs  that  they  were  not  ci£am  to  take  the 
periODal  Estate  becefidallj.  Tbe  ssle  of  the  lifing  is 
dmcHed  to  be  ab&olatelv  made.  There  is  no  allasion  to 
aoT  pfior  Fund.  The  Testator  does  not  speak  of  the  pay- 
ment of  his  Debts  as  having  begun,  but  as  if  he  was 
proTiding  an  original  Fond  for  that  purpose.  Burton  y. 
KnowlUm  (I).  When  he  speaks  of  the  Proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  Timber,  he  speaks  conditionaDy ;  not  as  if  the 
payment  of  his  Debts  was  completed.  When  he  again 
mentions  his  Tmstees,  he  adds  their  Execotors,  Adminis- 
trators and  Assigns.  These  words  are  applicable  to 
personal  Estate,  and  are  inconsistent  with  the  notion 
that  he  had  nothing  but  real  Estate  to  dispose  of. 
llancor  v.  Abbey  (m). 

Tbe  Vice  Chancellor  : — 

The  Bill  in  this  Case  is  filed  for  the  execution  of  the 
Trusts  of  the  Will  of  the  Reverend  J.  Shirley  Fermor : 
and  the  single  question  in  the  Cause  is,  whether  the 
personal  Estate  of  this  Testator,  not  specifically  be- 
queathed, is  exempt  from  the  payment  of  his  Debts 
and  pecuniary  Legacies? 

It  has  long  been  the  settled  rule  of  Courts  of  Equity, 
that  the  direction  of  the  Testator  to  sell  or  mortgage 
his  real  Estate  for  the  payment  of  his  Debts  and  Lega- 
cies, is  not  alone  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  Tes- 
tator that  the  personal  Estate  should  be  exempt  from 
those  Charges,  and  amounts  only  to  a  declaration  that 

(/)  3  Vcs.  107.  ('w)  11  Ves.  179. 
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the  redl  Estate  shall  be  so  applied  to  the  extent  in  which  1H26. 

the  personal  Estate^  which^  by  law,  is  the  primary  Fund, 
shall  be  insufficient  for  those  purposes.  In  order  to 
exempt  the  personal  Estate,  there  must  be  found  in  a  Rudge. 
Will,  either  express  declarations  to  that  effect,  or  pro- 
visions from  which  such  intention  of  exemption  is  to 
be  inferred.  In  this,  as  in  all  other  cases  of  inference 
or  implication,  except  necessary  or  logical  implication, 
there  may  be  a  difference  of  opinion  between  Judges 
who  are  called  tp  consider  the  case.  The  duty  of  each 
Judge,  after  full  consideration,  is  to  declare  his  own 
opinion.  This  Testator  begins  his  Will  by  giving  all 
his  real  and  personal  Estate  to  his  friends  Michael  Bray 
and  Edward  Rudge,  their  Heirs,  Executors,  Adminis- 
trators and  Assigns,  upon  the  following  Trusts  (that  is 
to  say)  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  as  soon  as  con- 
veniently may  be  after  his  decease,  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  his  Living  at  Crayfordy  and  all  the  Money  to  arise  by 
sale  thereof  to  go  in  discharge  of  his  Debts  and  Lega- 
cies, and  the  Costs  and  Charges  of  Uie  Trusts  thereby 
created ;  and,  if  such  Money  be  not  sufficient  to  dis- 
charge the  said  Debts  and  Legacies,  then  he  authorizes 
his  Trustees  to  fell  Timber  on  his  other  real  Estate,  to 
the  value  of  500/.,  for  those  purposes,  and,  if  such  sum 
of  500/.  be  not  sufficient  to  pay  his  Debts  and  Legacies 
and  the  Costs  and  Charges  of  the  Trusts,  then  to  raise 
the  deficiency  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  any  of  his  real 
Estates.  He  then  proceeds  to  give  certain  Legacies, 
and  afterwards  to  dispose  of  the  residue  of  his  real  Es- 
tate, and  appoints  his  Trustees,  M.  Bray  and  £.  Rudge, 
to  be  his  Executors,  with  a  direction  that  his  said  Trus- 
tees and  Executors  should  deduct  and  retain  their  re- 
spective Costs,  Charges  and  Expenses,  and  for  their 
trouble  in  the  execution  of  the  Trusts  thereby  in  them 
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i8fi6«         reposed,  and  in  relation  thereto,  without  naming  out  of 
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|.     *  It  is  argued,  for  the  Trustees  and  Executors,  that  the 

first  gift  of  the  personal  Estate  to  them,  though  ex-* 
pressly  declared  to  be  upon  Trust,  is  nevertheless  a 
gift  to  them,  for  their  personal  benefit,  because  the 
gift  to  them  is  not,  as  Executors,  but  as  Trustees,  and 
is  to  be  construed  as  if  it  were  given  to  Trustees  who 
were  not  Executors ;  and  that  then,  according  to  the 
Case  of  Dawson  v.  Clark,  the  personal  Estate  would 
vest  in  them,  subject  only  to  the  Trusts  which  the  Tes-* 
tator  should  declare  in  his  Will ;  and  that,  having  de^ 
clared  no  Trusts  in  his  Will  as  to  the  personal  Estate, 
the  whole  personal  Estate  belonged  beneficially  to  the 
Trustees,  though  Executors  also.  Ifit  were  admitted  that 
this  Case  was  within  the  authority  of  Dawson  v.  Clark, 
and  that  the  personal  Estate  were  beneficiaDy  given  to 
the  Trustees,  though  Executors,  the  question  would 
still  remain  whether  it  was  more  than  a  gift  of  the  resi- 
due of  the  personal  Estate,  and  whether,  in  their  hands, 
the  personal  Estate  was  not  primarily  applicable  to 
the  payment  of  Debts  and  Legacies  ?  But,  upon  a  care- 
ful perusal  of  the  Case  of  Dawson  v.  Clark,  the  residuary 
personal  Estate  was  held  to  vest  beneficially  in  Trus- 
tees, who  were  afterwards  named  Executors  in  the  Will, 
because  the  words  of  the  gift  were  to  them  upon  Trust, 
in  the  first  place,  to  pay  and  charged  and  chai^eable 
with  all  his  just  Debts  and  Funeral  Expenses,  and  that 
the  Trust  was  not  general,  but  was  qualified  by  the 
words  "  charged  and  chargeable,"  so  as  to  extend  to  the 
amount  of  the  Charges  only ;  and  that  no  Trust  was  ap- 
plied to  the  Surplus  after  satisfaction  of  the  Charge ; 
and  it  was  cleaily  Lord  Eldon's  opinion  that,  if  the  gift 
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had  been  to  the  Executors,  eo  nomine,  by  the  same  wordst 
they  would  equally  have  been  entitled  to  the  Surplus. 
In  the  present  Case  there  is  no  such  qualification  of  the 
Trust;  but  the  whole  real  and  personal  Estate  is  ex* 
pressed  to  be  given,  generally,  upon  :the  Trusts  which 
follow.  The  Case  of  Dawson  v.  Clark  is  not,  therefore, 
applicable  here.  The  direction  in  this  Will  that  the 
Trustees  and  Executors  should  deduct  and  retain  for 
their  respective  Costs,  Charges  and  Expenses,  and  for 
their  trouble  in  the  execution  of  the  Trusts,  affords  a 
conclusive  inference  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
Testator  that  they  should  take  any  beneficial  Interest : 
and,  upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  in  this  Will, 
there  is  no  beneficial  gift  of  the  personal  Estate. 


87 


i8d6. 
RaoDRs 

V. 
RvOGfi. 


If  there  be  no  gift  of  the  personal  Estate  except  the 
gift  to  the  Trustees  upon  the  Trusts  which  follow  in  the 
^^1,  then  there  is  nothing  in  the  Will  which  can  be 
treated  as  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  Testator  that 
the  personal  Estate  should  be  exempt  from  the  payment 
of  Debts  and  Legacies,  other  than  that  the  Testator 
has  not  added,  to  the  charge  of  the  real  Estate  for  that 
purpose,  that  it  should  only  be  in  aid  of  his  personal 
Estate,  and  that  the  Testator  begins  the  declaration  of 
Trust  by  directing  the  Trustees,  in  the  first  place,  as 
soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  decease,  to  sell 
his  Living  at  Crajfford,  and  to  apply  the  produce  in  dis- 
charge of  his  Debts  and  Legacies.  With  respect  to  the 
first  point,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  rule  of  the  law 
directs  the  primary  application  of  the  personal  Estate, 
and  such  declaration  of  the  Testator  to  that  effect  is 
not  necessary.  And,  with  respect  to  the  second  point, 
if  it  be  supposed  that  this  Testator  considered  his  per- 
aonal  Estate  not  specifically  bequeathed  as  of  inconsi- 
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i8d6.         derable  amoant,  and  that,  at  all  events,  the  produoe  of 
^        V—     jjjg  Living  would  be  required  for  the  payment  of  hia 
Rhodes        Debts  and  Legacies,  it  would  sufficiently  account  for 
^     *  the  form  of  this  expression ;  and  although,  on  account 

of  the  uncertainty  of  the  amount  of  the  personal  Estate 
of  a  Testator  at  the  time  of  his  death,  it  is  not  safie  to 
aid  the  construction  of  a  Will  by  evidence  of  the  amount 
at  the  time  of  making  his  Will,  yet  such  an  assumption 
may  fairly  be  made  in  reasoning  in  aid  of  the  intention, 
as  it  is  to  be  collected  from  all  the  parts  of  the  WiU. 
My  conclusion  is,  that  the  real  and  personal  Estate, 
being  both  given,  generally,  to  the  Trustees  upon  the 
Trusts  declared  in  the  Will,  and  there  being  no  Trust 
declared  in  the  Will  to  which  the  personal  Estate  can 
be  applicable,  except  the  payment  of  Debts  and  Lega- 
cies, and  the  Testator  not  having  prescribed,  as  between 
the  real  and  personal  Estate,  the  order  of  payment,  the 
rule  of  law  must  govern  the  application,  and  the  per- 
sonal Estate  must  be  primarily  applied.  Let  it  be  de^ 
dared,  therefore,  that  this  Testator's  personal  Estate, 
not  specifically  bequeathed,  was  first  applicable  to 
the  payment  of  his  Funeral  Expenses,  Debts  and 
Legacies, 
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MADDEFORD  v.  AUSTWICK.(»)  jg^g; 

AUSTWICK  V.  MADDEFORD.  *  NtvemSf 

1  HE  Original  Bill  was  filed  to  set  aside  au  Agreement      AgrtemaUi. 
made  by  the  Plaintiff  with  the  Defendant,  his  Co-part-         ^^^ 
ner,  for  the  sale  of  his  Share  of  the  Partnership  Busi-      A  Partoer, 

ness.    The   Cross  Bill  sought  to  enforce  the  Agree-  ^^*?  superiii- 

®  °         tended,  exclu- 

■^«"*-  sively,  the  Ac- 

counts of  the 

The  Pleadings  and  Evidence  were  very  voluminous ;  to^D^^J^iJlfi^ 

but  the  substance  of  them  is  so  fully  contained  in  the  Co-partner^B 

Judgment,  that  no  other  statement  is  necessary.  *^*'®  ^;  ^®  ^''' 

^         '  ''  BinesSytoraSiuD 

which  he  knew^ 
Mr.  Heald,  Mr.  Sugden,  and  Mr.  Cooper,  for  the  Plain-  from  Accounts  in 

tiffin  the  Original  BiU.  blft^^ISTe 

concealed  from 

_.  -  his  Co-partner, 

Mr.  Hart,  and  Mr.  Barber,  for  the  Defendant.  ^^  ^jk  inade- 

quate considera- 

The  Vice  Chancellor  :-  *•«"!  i^^JT^ 

ment  was  set 

On  the  20th  of  June  1816,  the  Plaintiff  Maddeford  ^^^^e- 
and  the  Defendant^  with  certain  other  Persons,  entered 
into  an  Agreement  with  Mr.  Russell,  who  had,  for  some 
years,  carried  on  the  business  of  a  common  Carrier  from 
London  to  Falmouth  and  from  Falmouth  to  London,  to 
purchase  that  Business  upon  certain  terms,  the  particu- 
lars of  which  are  not  material  to  the  present  question. 

The  several  Purchasers  agreed,  among  themselves,  to 
divide  the  Road  from  London  to  Falmouth  between 
them  \  and  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  as  Partners^ 
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engaged  to  work  the  Wa^on  to  Warting,  and  firofli 
Warting  to  London*  Each  Concern  was,  separately,  to 
be  at  certain  Expenses  upon  their  awn  line  of  Road^ 
and  were  to  receive,  for  their  separate  Profit,  the  Book- 
age,  Cartage,  Porterage,  and  other  matters  of  that 
nature.  Other  Expenses  were  to  be  provided  for  out  of 
the  common  Stock,  and  all  other  receipts  were  to 
be  carried  into  the  common  Stock;  and  ultimately 
divided  in  certain  agreed  proportions^  the  whole  line  of 
Road  being  considered  as  divided  into  281  parts,  and 
the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  being  to  receive  53  of  those 
parts. 


It  is  proved,  in  the  Cause,  that  the  Plaintiff  wa9 
wholly  employed  in  the  out-door  Business  of  the  Part- 
nership Concern ;  that  is,  in  buying  and  selling  Horses, 
and  in  the  purchase  of  Horse  Provisions,  and  other 
matters  of  that  nature ;  and  that  the  Defendant  wa» 
principally  employed  in  the  in-door  Business,  and,  espe- 
cially,  in  keeping  the  Accounts,  and  in  the  superinten- 
dence of  the  Clerks  who  were  employed  for  that  pur- 
pose* 

Tlie  Partnership  proceeded,  without  any  settlement 
of  Accounts,  until  the  month  of  April  1817 ;  the  Plain- 
tiff, from  time  to  time,  drawing  out  Monies  from  the 
Concern  for  his  private  and  separate  use,  as  he  had 
occasion  for  them ;  and  having,  up  to  that  time,  drawn 
out  Sums  amounting,  altogether,  to  upwards  of  1,400/* 
In  that  month  of  April  1817,  ^  written  Agreement  was 
come  to  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  whereby 
the  Plaintiff  i^reed  to  accept  a  Sum  of  1,000/.  in  ad- 
dition to  the  Monies  which  he  had  drawn  out,  in  full 
for  his  shares  of  the  Profits  of  the  Partnership  Cod- 
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cera  up  to  the  end  of  the  year  1817  ;  and  the  Plaintiff         i8s6. 

Iiirther  agreed  to  accept  a  Sum  of  900  /.  a  year,  for  his     ^ 

future  share  of  the  Profits  for  the  next  three  years.  Maddeford 


AUSTWtCK. 


ACTSTWICK 

V. 


This  Agreement  was  carried  into  effect;  and  the 
Plaintiff  received  the  1,000 /.  as  an  immediate  payment, 
and  afterwards  duly  received  the  900  /.  for  the  three    mj|ddbfo»»» 
ensuing  years. 

At  the  end  of  the  three  years  a  further  Agreement 
was  come  to  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant, 
whereby  the  Plaintiff  was  to  become  the  Purchaser  of 
the  Partnership  Concern,  upon  the  terms  therein  stated, 
and  possession  of  the  Partnership  Property  was,  ac* 
cordingly,  given  up  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff, 
who  has  since  carried  on  the  Business  on  his  own  ac- 
count  But  no  Deed  has  yet  been  executed,  to  give 
effect  to  this  latter  Agreement.  A  Deed  for  that  pur* 
pose  was  prepared ;  but  the  Plaintiff  having  expressed 
his  dissatisfaction  at  the  Agreement  made  in  April 
1817,  and  having  insisted  that  he  had  been  unfairly 
dealt  with  in  that  Agreement,  the  Defendant  refused  to 
execute  the  Deed  of  dissolution  of  the  Partnership, 
and  assignment  of  the  Partnership  Business  to  the 
Plaintiff,  unless  the  Plaintiff  would,  at  the  same  time, 
give  to  the  Defendant  a  general  Release,  which  the 
naintiff  refused  to  do. 

The  Original  Bill  here  is  filed  by  the  Plaintiff,  for  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  the  Agreement  of  April  1817,  and 
for  an  account  of  the  actual  Profits  made  in  the  Con- 
cern, from  the  commencement  until  its  dissolution  in 
1821,  and  for  payment  to  the  Plaintiff  of  a  moiety  of 
those  Profits,  after  allowing  credit  for  the  Monies 
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i8a6.  already  received  by  him,  and  also  for  the  execution  of  a 

"""''        '     Deed  to  give  effect  to  the  Agreement  of  i8«i. 
Maddepord 

*•  The  Cross  Bill  is  filed,  by  the  Defendant  m  the  ori- 

ginal Suit,  for   the  purpose  of  having  the    original 
AusTwicK      Agreement  of  April  1817  confirmed;  and  for  the  ex- 
1^.  ecution  of  the  Deed  of  dissolution  and  assignment  of 

liADDBFORD.   the  Partnership  Property  to  the  Plaintift^  about  which 

there  is  no  dispute  between  the  Parties. 

The  Plaintiff  Maddeford  seeks  to  avoid  the  Agree- 
ment of  1817,  upon  the  ground  of  fraudulent  misrepre- 
sentation by  the  Defendant  Austwick ;  but  there  is  no 
direct  proof  of  any  misrepresentation.  It  is,  however,  to 
be  inferred,  that  the  Defendantilt/^^iricA:  must  have  stated 
to  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  terms  proposed  by  him  were  a 
fair  consideration.  That  the  proposal  for  such  an 
Agreement  originated  with  the  Defendant  Austwick,  is 
proved  by  his  letter  of  the  11th  February  1817.  That 
the  public  books  of  account  belonging  to  the  Concern, 
to  which  all  parties  bad  access,  were  of  an  intricate 
nature,and  required  considerable  experience  and  attention 
to  understand  and  make  them  out,  is  proved  by  the. 
book-keeper,  Chase.  That  the  Plaintiff  is  not  conver- 
sant with  accounts,  is  proved  by  the  same  Mr.  Cltase, 
and  also  by  Mr.  Wright.  The  particular  nature  of  all 
these  public  books  has  not  been  explained  to  the  Court; 
but  it  is  clear  they  did  not  contain  any  statement  of  an 
account  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant. 

At  the  time  the  Agreement  was  entered  into  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant,  the  Defendant  had  in 
his  possession  a  private  book,  which  did  contain  a 
statement  of  the  accounts  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  Defendant,  made  out  by  the  Defendant,  whereby  it 
appeared  that  the  1,000-/.,  which  the  Defendant  agreed, 
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\o  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  in  addition  to  the  Monies  which 
iie  had  drawn  from  the  Concern,  would  have  been  nearly 
but  not  quite,  a  fair  consideration,  if  no  Profits  had  been 
made  from  the  concern  of  the  Mint;  but  that/taking 
the  Mint  Profits  into  the  account,  which  the  Defendant 
was  unquestionably  bound  to  divide  with  the  Plaintiff, 
it  would  be  many  hundred  pounds  less  than  the  Plamtiff 
would  be  entitled  to  receive. 

iThe  Defendant,  being  the  Partner  whose  business  it 
was  to  keep  the  Accounts  of  the  Concern,  could  not^ 
IQ  fiaimess,  deal  with  the  Plaintiff  for  his  share  of  the 
Profits  of  the  Concern,  without  putting  him  into  pos- 
session of  all  the  information  which  he  himself  had 
with  respect  to  the  state  of  the  Accounts  between  them. 
The  Defendant  knew,  from  the  Account  in  his  posses- 
«ioD,  that  the  1,000/.  was  not  an  adequate  considera. 
lion  for  the  Plaintiff's  share  of  Profits ;  and  he  cannot 
be  permitted,  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  to  maintain  advan- 
tage which  he  has  gained  over  the  Plaintiff's  ignorance ; 
and  tbe  Plaintiff,  for  that  reason,  appears  to  me  to  be 
entitled  to  avoid  the  Agreement  of  1817.  The  supposed 
account  of  the  Profits  of  the  Concern^  up  to  the  end  of 
1817,  necessarily  formed  the  basis  of  the  Plaintiff's 
calculation  of  Profits  for  the  ensuing  three  years ;  and, 
being  misled  in  that  respect,  he  is  entitled  to  avoid 
the  whole  Agreement,  and  to  have  an  account  of  the 
Profits  of  the  Concern  up  to  the  dissolution  in  1821. 

The  Defendant's  argument  of  confirmation  of  the 
Agreement  by  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  Plaintiff, 
fails  altogether;  it  not  being  pretended  that,  at  the 
time  of  such  acts  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  he  was 
aware  of  the  advantage  which  the  Defendant  had 
gained  over  him. 
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THE  COLOMBIAN  GOVERNMENT  (*) 

V. 

,8a6.  ROTHSCHILD, 

asd  November. 

Junsdktum.      1  HE  Bill  Commenced  as  follows : ''  Complaining,  show 

Foreign  States,  unto  your  Lordship,  the  Gbvemment  of  the  State  of 

—  Colombia,  and  his  Excellency  Don  Manuel  Jo$e  Hur- 

A  Foreign       tado,  a  Citizen  of  the  said  State,  and  Minister  Plenipo- 

St^te  maytoein  tentiary  from  the  same  to  the  Court  of  His  Britannic 

where  a  Bill  was  Majesty,  now  residing  at  No.  33,  Baker-street,  Fort- 

filed  by  ^  The    manrequare,  in  the  parish  of  Mary-le-bone,  in  the  County 

STsSteT/fo.  of  Middlesex:*    It  stated  that  the  Senate  and  House  of 

Umdna  and  Don   Representatives  of  the  State  of  Colombia  having,  on  the 

M.J.  Hwiiada,   30th  of  June  1823,  decreed  that  a  Loan  to  the  extent  of 

State,  and  Mi-    Thirty  Millions  of  hard  Dollars,  being  about  7^00,000  /• 

nister  Plenipo*    sterling,  should  be  raised  upon  the  credit,  and  for  the 

the^rame  to°the  •^'^^^  ^^  ^*  State,  Manuel  Antomo  Arrubla  and  JFVim- 
Court  of  His      cisco  Montoya,  Citizens  of  that  State,  were,  under  the 

Britannic  Ma-     Decree,  appointed  Commissioners  of  the  State  for  raisins: 
jes^,  and  now      ,w.,,  ,         ,  ,,.. 

residing  at  33,     ^^  Loan,  with  the  most  ample  powere  and  authorities 

Baker-etreetf       to  negociate  and  contract  for  it  on  such  terms  as  mighi 

^S^'^^'  t^eem  to  them  most  advantageous  to  the  State,  and  to 

oi Middlesex^'     pledge,  for  the  redemption  of  the  Principal  and  pay* 

a  general  De-      xaeat  of  the  Interest,  the  Branches  of  the  Revenue  of 
murrer  was  al-.-,  .,/.i  i^^xx 

lowed  to  the  Bill,  ^^^  State^  appropnated  for  that  purpose  by  the  Decree : 

because  the  de-    that  the  Commissioners,  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  and 
^n^  did  not  ^^^^^^ties  so  given  to  them,  in  April  1834  entered  into 

enable  the  De- 

fendants  to  know  upon  whom  Process  was  to  be  served,  in  case  a  Cross 

Bill  were  filed. 
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«  Negociation  with  Lvon  Abraham  Goldschmdt,  since         iii&. 
deceasedi  and  Maurice  Jacob  Hertz,  then  carrying  on 
brsiness  under  the  Firm  of  B.  A.  Goldschmidt  and  Co.     Colombian 
for  raising  a  Loan  of  4,750,000 /•  sterling,  on  the  credit   Government 
and  for  the  service  of  the  State  of  Colombia ;  and  that  v. 

Messrs.  lAfon  Abraham  Goldschmidt  and  Maurice  Jacob  RoTHScniLn. 
Herts,  having  agreed  to  be  employed  in  raising  it,  a 
memorandum  of  Agreement,  dated  the  14th  of  April 
1824,  was  executed,  by  or  on  behalf  of  Arrubla  and 
Montoya,  of  the  one  part,  and  Messrs.  Goldschmidt  and 
Co.  of  the  other  part;  and  that  in  pursuance  of  a  Stipu- 
lation  contained  in   that   memorandum,  a  complete 
Agreement,  in  writing,  dated  the  15th  of  May  1824,  and 
made  between  Arrubla  and  Montoya,  on  behalf  of  the 
Government  of  Colombia,  of  the  one  part,  and  Messrs. 
jB.  a.  Goldschmidt  and  Co.  of  the  other  part,  was  pre- 
pared and  executed,  and  thereby  Arrubla  and  Montoya 
engaged,  on  the  part  of  the  Government  of  Colombia,  to 
grant  a  general  Mortgage-bond  for  4,750,000  /•  sterling, 
and  to  deliver  to  Goldschmidt  and  Co.  in  a  proper  state 
for  circulation,  23,150  Certificates,  which  were  to  be 
signed  by  the  Plaintiff  Hurtado :  that  the  Mortgage- 
bond  should  be  considered  as  an  absolute,  inviolable  and 
indestructible  Pledge,  Mortgage  and  Security  on  all  the 
Revenues  of  the  State  of  Colombia,  present  and  future : 
that  all  Monies,  the  proceeds  of  the  Loan,  should  be 
placed  at  the  disposal  of  Hurtado,  and  that  his  Receipts 
should  be  a  full  discharge  to  Goldschmdt  and  Co.*,  and 
all  arrangements  which    Goldschmdt  mid  Co.  might 
make  with  him  respecting  the  execution  of  the  Agree- 
ment, or  any  other  matters  or  things  proceeding  from  or 
connected  with  the  Loan,  were  thereby  approved  of,  by 
Amii/a  and  Montoya,  in  the  name  and  on  the  behalf  of 
the  State ;  and  Arrubla  and  Montoya  did  thereby,  as  Agents 
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of  the  State,  and  bv  virtue  of  the  Decree  and  of  the 
Powers  and  Authorities  vested  in  them,  bind  the  State 

Tns 

of  Colombia,  and  all  the  pnblic   Authorities  thereof, 

GovKRNHKNT    ^^^^^  ^'^  ^^^^  ^^  might  thereafter  exist,  to  perform 
^^  faithfully  and  truly  all  the  therein  foregcring  Engage- 

BoTnscHn.D.   ments  and  Conditions. 

The  Bill  then  stated  that  the  Senate  and  House  of 
tlepresentatives  of  Colombia,  by  a  Decree  dated  the  ist 
of  May  1825,  ratified  this  Agreement,  and  that  it  was 
inunediately  after  its  execution  carried  into  effect ;  that 
Hurtado  advanced  and  paid  to  Goldschmidt  and  Co. 
on  the  account  and  to  the  credit  of  the  Government  of 
Colombia,  57,000/.  sterling  on  the  1st  of  May  1824, 
41,000/.  sterling  in  June  1824,  ^"^  20,927/.  21.  5  rf. 
on  the  29th  of  July  1825;  and  that  Goldschmidt  and 
Ca).  did,  at  divers  times  during  the  years  1824  and  1825, 
on  the  application  and  under  the  sanction  of  Hurtado, 
•as  the  Representative  of  the  State  of  Colombia,  purchase 
and  ship,  for  the  use,  and  on  the  account  and  at  the  risk 
of  the  Government  of  that  State,  considerable  quan- 
tities of  Shot,  Muskets,  GKinpowder  and  other  military 
Stores,  and  also  of  I)oubloons,  Dollars,  Gold  Bullion, 
Silver  Bullion  and  other  Treasure,  all  which  Stores  and 
Treasure  were  consigned  to  the  Agent  for  the  time 
being  of  that  State  at  Carthagena,  or  elsewhere  in  Sotith 
America ;  and,  on  occasion  of  such  Shipments  being 
made,  the  Bills  of  Lading  and  Invoices  of  the  Articles 
so  shipped,  were  hcmded  to  Hurtado,  by  Goldschmidt 
nnd  Co.  who  placed  the  costs  of  these  Articles,  and  the 
amount  of  the  charges  of  purchasing  and  shipping  the 
same,  to  the  debit  of  the  Government  of  Colombia 
against  the  proceeds  of  the  Loan  ;  and  that  Goldschmidt 
umd  Co.  did  also,  on  the  credit  of  the  coming  proceedi 
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of  the  Loan,  from  time  to  time  pay  Drafts  or  Bills  of 
Exchange  drawn,  by  the  Minister  of  Finance  of  the 
State  of  Colombia,  on  Hurtado,  and  which  were  by  him 
made  payable  at  the  House  of  Goldschmidt  and  Co.  and 
debited  the  Government  of  Colombia  with  the  amount 
of  the  Payments ;  and  that  they  also,  during  and  since 
the  year  1825,  from  time  to  time,  in  compliance  with 
the  stipulations  in  the  Agreement  of  the  15th  of  May 
1824,  and  by  the  directions  of  Hurtado ,  purchased  up  a 
considerablenumberof theCertificatesissued  in  respect  of 
die  Loan,  for  the  Sinking  Fund  of  the  Loan,  and,  with  the 
amount  of  the  purchase-money  paid  by  them  for  these 
Certificates,  and  of  the  costs  of  brokerage  for  the  pur- 
chase thereof,  they  debited  the  Government  of  Colombia 
against  the  proceeds  of  the  Loan  ;  and  that,  by  these 
dealings  and  transactions  between  B.  A.  Goldschmidt 
and  Co.  and  the  Government  of  Colombia,  there  sub- 
sisted an  Account  between  them  which  had  never  been 
settled. 


1826. 
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The  Bill  prayed  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
all  Sums  received  by  Goldschmidt  and  Co.  for  or  on 
account  of  the  Government  of  Colombia,  and  of  all 
Sums  paid  and  expended  by  them  unto  or  for  the  use  of 
the  Government ;  and  that  what,  on  the  balance  of  such 
Accounts,  should  appear  to  be  due  and  owing  from  the 
Firm  might  be  paid  to  Hurtado,  as  the  Representative  of 
the  Colombian  Government. 


To  this  Bill  the  Defendants  demurred  for  want  of 
Equity. 

The  Attorney-General,  and  Mr,  Pemberton,  for  the 
Demurrer: — 
Vol.  L  h 
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No  persons  appear  before  the  Court  in  a  character 
which  enables  them  to  sustain  this  Bill.  The  Plain- 
tiffs are  described  as  the  Oovernment  of  the  State  of 
Columbia,  and  Doit  Manuel  Jose  Hurt  ado  joins  as  a 
Citizen  of  that  State. 

There  is  no  mutuality  in  this  Case.  For  suppose  it 
were  necessary  for  the  Defendants  to  file  a  Cross  Bill, 
how  are  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  Bill  to  be  described  when 
made  Defendants  ?  How  is  a  subpoena  to  issue  against 
them  ?  Would  it  be  sufficient  to  have  a  subpoena  against 
Don  Jose  Hurtado?  Certainly  not ;  for  it  has  been  de- 
cided that  an  Ambassador  does  not  represent  his  Go- 
vernment in  a  Court  of  Justice.  So  far,  therefore,  as 
relates  to  what  is  called  the  State  of  Colombia,  Hurtado 
has  no  right  to  sue,  nor  can  he  be  sued.  Even  if  it 
were  admitted  that  a  Foreign  State  can  sue  in  Equity, 
surely  there  must  be  some  mode  of  enforcing  a  cross 
equity  against  it.  It  is,  however,  doubtful  whether  a 
Foreign  State  can  sue  in  a  Court  of  Equity.  From  the 
books  it  appears  that  the  King  of  Spain  has  been 
allowed  to  bring  an  Action  at  Law.  But  the  remedies 
and^e  forms  of  process  in  ti  Court  of  Equity,  make  it 
much  more  difficult  to  show  how  a  Foreign  State  can 
maintain  a  Suit  to  enforce  an  equitable  demand.  At 
Law  there  are  no  cross  equities  or  cross  claims.  But 
where  an  account  is  to  be  taken,  or  an  agreement  to 
be  performed  and  enforced  by  the  process  of  a  Court  of 
Equity,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  it  can  be  done.  Sup- 
pose, on  taking  an  account  at  the  Suit  of  a  Foreign  State, 
the  balance  is  found  to  be  against  the  Plaintiffs,  in  what 
manner  can  tl)e  payment  of  that  balance  be  enforced  i 
In  the  Case  of  the  Nabob  of  the  Camaticy.  The  I^asi" 


The 
colombiak 
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India  Coin^ny'{a\  an  Anecdote  is  mentioned  of  the  1826. 

King  of  Spain  being,  by  the  advice  of  Selden,  outlawed 

to  prevent  his  bringing  an  Action.     But  how  could  the 

State  of  Colombia  be  outlawed  ?  If  a  Court  of  Equity  is   government 

to  entertain  a  Suit  at  all,  it  must  see  that  it  can  enforce  ,;. 

justice,  as  well  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  as  of  the    Rothschild. 

Plaintiff.    This  Bill,  indeed,  charges  that  Hurtado,  the 

Co-plaintiff,  has  been  the  Agent  of  the  State,  and  is  the 

proper  person  to  receive  what  is  claimed  to  be  due  to 

the  State.    But  that,  instead  of  a  reason  why  he  should 

be  a  Plaintiff  in  such  a  Bill,  is  a  sufficient  reason  why 

he  should  not.    Nor  indeed  does  he  submit  by  the  Bill, 

as  every  accounting  Party  ought  to  do,  to  pay  the 

balance  if  any  should  be  found  due  from  him  on  taking 

the  account.     It  is,  however,  of  great  importance  to 

observe  that,  in  1824,  at  the  time  when  the  transaction 

took  place  in  respect  of  which  relief  is  sought  by  the 

Bill,  there  Was  no  such  State  in  existence — no  body  of 

persons  who  had  any  right,  in  this  country,  to  assume 

to  themselves  the  Title  which  is  now  assumed  by  the 

Plaintiffs  in  this  Bill.     It  was  not  till  1825  that  the 

State  of  Cohmbia  was  recognized  by  the  Government 

of  this  Country. 

Another  question,  therefore,  arises  upon  this  Bill, 
whether  it  is  competent  to  the  Subjects  of  this  Country 
to  treat  with  a  Foreign  Government  not  recognized  by 
the  Government  of  this  Country  ?  That  question  came 
before  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  the  case  of  the  Peruvian 
Loan,  Jones  v.  Del  Rio*.    In  that  case  it  appeared  that 

(a)  1  Ves.  jun.  371.      See  3S6,  n.  S.  C.   3  Bro.  C.  C.  292 ; 
4  Bro.  C.  C.  180;  and  2  Ves.  jun.  56. 
•  Not  yet  reported. 

H  a 


100  CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 

i8t6.  the  Peruvian  Government^  which  is  recognized  by  thk 

"^        "  '      Country,  contracted  with  Mr.  Kinder  for  raising  a  Loan, 

^^  to  be  secured  on  the  Revenue  of  that  Oovemment. 

^  Some  of  the  Parties  who  advanced  Money  on  that  Loan 

GOVEENMBNT  ^ 

^  became  greatly  dissatisfied  with  the  transaction,  and  a 

Rothschild.    Bill  was,  therefore,  filed  against  Kinder,  Evereit  and 

other  persons  concerned  in  it.  On  an  application  to 
^he  Court,  after  that  Bill  was  filed,  the  Lord  Chancellor 
suggested  the  objection  as  to  how  he  could  recognize 
«uch  a  transaction  with  a  Government  not  recognized 
by  this  Country ;  and  whether  transactions  of  such  a 
nature  might  not  create  an  interest  adverse  to  the  pub- 
lic interest  of  the  British  Nation.  That  objection  was 
not  very  palatable  to  any  of  the  Parties  concerned  in 
the  Case ;  but  the  Lord^Chancellor  insisted  on  its  being 
argued.  In  the  course  of  the  Argument,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  made  many  very  strong  observations,  whick 
showed  an  opinion  that  such  transactions  could  not  be 
recognized  in  a  Court  of  Justice.  The  case  was,  how- 
ever, ultimately  decided  on  the  ground  that,  as  the 
Plaintiffs  sued  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  others^ 
though  the  Plaintiffs  wished  to  annul  the  Contract 
which  was  the  subject  of  the  Suit,  yet  the  other  Parties 
might  not  vnsh  to  do  so ;  and  on  that  ground  his  Lord- 
ship dissolved  tlie  Injunction.  In  the  present  Case, 
the  subsequent  recognition  of  the  State  of  Colombia  by 
the  Government  of  this  Country,  could  have  no  effect 
as  to  the  antecedent  transaction  which  is  now  brought 
in  question;  for,  although  the  Crown  has  the  right  to 
bind  the  Country  by  Treaty  with  a  Foreign  State,  that 
Treaty  does  not  affect  the  rights  and  claims  of  indi- 
viduals, unless  there  be  some  express  stipulation  on  the 
subject. 
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Mr.  Sugden,  Mr.  Pepys,  and  Mr.  R.  Grant,  for  the  1826. 

BiU:—  "^T        ' 

The 

1.  Assuming  that  the  State  of  Colombia  was  not'  Colombian 
recognized  by  the  Government  of  this  Country  at  the  Goykrnment 
time  when  the  Agreement  was  made,  it  cannot  be  dis-  v* 
puted  that,  soon  afterwards,  and  before  the  Bill  was  Rothschild; 
filed,  it  was  solemnly  recognized  by  the  British  Govern- 
ment. On  the  1 8th  of  April  1 825^  that  recognition  took 

place,  and,  from  that  time  forward,  the  State  of  Colombia 
became  invested  with  all  the  rights  of  other  independent 
States,  and,  as  such,  can  sue  and  be  sued  in  this  Country. 
By  a  Decree  of  the  State  of  Colombia,  made  after  the 
recognition  by  this  Country,  that  State  has  acceded 
to  the  Agreement  which  is  the  subject  of  this  Bill. 

2.  As  to  the  right  of  a  Sovereign  State  to  sue  in  this 
Country,  there  can  be  no  doubt  what  the  usage  has 
been  in  this  respect.  There  are  many  Bills  now  on  the 
files  of  this  Court,  in  which  the  King  of  Spain  is  Plain- 
tiff. In  a  recent  Case,  the  King  of  Spain  v.  Mendiza- 
bel,  the  hard  Chancellor  made  an  order  restraining  the 
Defendant  from  bringing  an  Action  at  Law ;  but  it  did' 
not  occur  to  any  one  that  it  was  possible  to  prevent  the 
Plaintiff  from  having  relief  in  the  character  of  a  Sove- 
reign Prince.  There  is  no  authority  against  it.  This 
Case  is  not  to  be  put  on  what  or  how  many  the  indivi- 
duals are,  who  constituted  the  Government  of  Colombia. 
Any  Sovereign  or  State  which  is  known  and  recognized 
by  a  general  appellation,  may  sue,  as  such,  under  that 
appellation.  No  man  can  deny  that,  at  the  date  of  the 
Agreement,  the  State  of  Colombia,  though  not  recog- 
nized by  this  Country,  was  in  existence,  and,  therefore,, 
it  was  capable,  by  the  Law  of  Nations,  of  being  a  party 
to  a  contract.    It  might  be  capable  of  contracting,  and 
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1826.  yet  be  unable  to  enforce  the  contract  in  a  particular 

Country,  on  account  of  particular  reasons.     But  is  the 
recognition  of  the  State  by  this  Country  to  affect  the 

^""""rr     validity  of  a  contract?     Certainly  not;  because  that 
^  recognition  is  a  matter  merely  of  political  expediency^ 

RoTBscuiLD.  depending  on  reasons  purely  political.    What  the  Ijord 

Chancellor  is  stated  to  have  said,  in  the  Case  of  Jones 
V.  Del  Rio,  must  be  considered  as  spoken  by  his  Lord- 
ship in  his  character  of  a  Statesman  merely ;  and  it  is 
impossible  not  to  see  that  many  transactions  tending 
to  embroil  this  Country  with  a  Foreign  Power,  may  be 
liable  to  great  objection  in  the  view  of  a  Statesman, 
without  being  at  all  questionable  in  a  Court  of  Justice. 
The  validity  of  a  contract,  as  a  contract,  does  not  de- 
pend on  the  Law  of  any  particular  State,  but  on  there 
being  parties  capable  of  contracting.  Where  the  con- 
tract is  valid,  the  contracting  parties  must  be  able  to 
enforce  it  in  a  Court  of  Justice.  Every  writer  on  the 
Law  of  Nations  has  laid  it  down  that  a  sovereign  in- 
dependent State  is  competent  to  enter  into  a  valid  con- 
tract. Vaitel  describes  it  as  one  of  the  attributes  of 
a  State  (a).  But  this  Demurrer  assumes  the  existence 
of  the  Government  of  Colombia,  as  described  in  the 
Bill ;  the  objection  therefore  ought  to  be  by  a  Plea. 

3.  Don  M.  J.  Hurtudo,  who  joins  as  a  Plaintiff  in 
this  Suit,  states  himself  to  be  a  Citizen  and  Plenipo- 
tentiary  of  the  State  of  Colombia ;  and  also  describes 
himself  as  an  Individual  residing  in  a  particular  Street 
in  London.  He  is  so  described  also  in  the  Agreement, 
and  that  description  gives  him,  as  an  Individual,  all  the 
powers  necessary  to  enable  him  to  maintain  this  Suit 
alone.    There  can  be  no  doubt  that  he,  at  least,  has 

(a)  Lib*  I.e.  1,  sec.  4. 
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foil  aathority  to  file  this  Bill.  *  The  Monies  in  ques- 
tion never  found  their  way  directly  to  the  State  of  Co- 
lombia,  but  to  Hurtado ;  and^  on  the  faith  of  the  Agree- 
ment, he  has  paid  large  Sums  of  Money  to  the  Defend- 
ants. Therefore,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  Government  of  Colombia,  as  a  Government, 
cannot  sue  in  this  case,  still  there  is  before  the  Court 
a  Plaintiff  entitled  to  sue  on  the  rights  which  he  has 
acquired  under  the  contract. 


T03 

1826.    . 

The 

Colombian 

Government 

rothbchild. 


4.  As  to  the  objection  that  the  Bill,  being  for  an 
account,  does  not  contain  any  ofier  to  pay  the  balance 
if  found  against  the  Plaintiff,  such  an  offer  is  not  now 
considered  necessary.  The  mere  filmg  of  a  Bill  for  an 
account  enables  the  Court  to  do  all  justice  between  the 
parties. 

(The  Vice-chancellor  said  that  the  Court  had  origi- 
nally required  that  a  Bill  for  an  account  should  contain 
an  offer  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  the  balance 
if  found  against  him;  but  that  was  not  now  considered 
necessary.) 

Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Home,  and  Mr.  Collinson,  appeared 
for  other  Defendants,  but  were  not  called  upon  to  argue 
the  Case. 


It  18  not  now 
necessary  that  a 
Bill  for  an  ac- 
count should 
contain  an  offer 
by  the  Plaintiff 
to  pay  the  Ba- 
lance if  found 
against  him. 


The  Vice-Chancellou  : — 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  necessary  to  notice 
the  several  objections  which  have  been  made  to  this 
Bill*. 

*  These  objections  were,  that  the  Agreement  was  usurious, 
and  that  as  no  relief  was  prayed  against  the  defendant  Roths- 
child, the  Demun-er  was  at  all  events  good  as  to  him. 
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GoVERNMXMT 

Rothschild. 


A  Foreign  State  is  as  well  entitled,  as  any  Individaal, 
to  the  aid  of  this  Court  in  the  assertion  of  its  rights : 
but  it  must  sue  in  a  Form  which  makes  it  possible  for 
this  Court  to  do  justice  to  the  Defendants.  It  must 
sue  in  the  Names  of  some  public  Officers  who  are  en- 
tijtled  to  represent  the  interests  of  the  State,  and  upon 
whom  Process  can  be  served  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendants ;  and  who  can  be  called  upon  to  answer  the 
Cross  Bill  of  the  Defendants.  This  general  description 
of  ''  The  Colombian  Grovemment,''  precludes  the  De- 
fendants  from  these  just  rights ;  and  no  instance  can  be 
stated  in  which  this  Court  has  entertained  the  Suit  of  a 
Foreign  State  bj  such  a  description. 


Demurrer  allowed. 
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THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL 

V.  18-27. 

THE  EARL  OF  LONSDALE.  (*)  25th  January. 

1  HE  Information  prayed  that  a  School  might  be  en-        Eltctwn. 

dowed  and  established  pursuant  to  the  Trusts  declared  

by  John  Lord  Viscount  Lonsdale^  by  certain  Indentures      ^J^^^  ^^^ 
dated  the  4th  and  5th  of  May  1697,  ^^^  ^X  ^^  Will,  and  Will  were, 
The  Defendants  were  the  present  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  and  to  found  a 
several  members  of  his  Family,  who  claimed  to  be  en-  education  of 
titled,  in  remainder,  under  the  family  Settlements,  to  Gentlemen's 

the  Estates  in  question.  Sons,  in  a  parti- 

^  cular  House, 

built  by  the 
By  the  Indentures  of  May  1697,  ^^^^^  reciting  that  Founder;  and  it 

John  Lord  Viscount  Lonsdale  designed  to  found  and  ^^  provided 
settle,  at  Lowther  in  the    Coimty  of  Westmorland^  a  School  was  not 
School  of  Learning,  for  the  education  of  Gentlemen's  established,  the 
Sons  there;  and,  to  that  purpose,  in  the  town  of  Loi^      "t-fj*  ^"^ 
ther  had  erected  and  built  from  the  ground  a  large  and  discretion  of  the 
fair  House,  wherein  the  said  School  should  be  kept,  Tnislees,tosome 
titnd  they  taught  and  educated  accordingly ;  and,  for  conducingto^the 
continuance  and  support  thereof,  had  resolved  to  settle  good  of  Uie 

a  competent  revenue,  whereby  and  out  of  which,  such  County  of  West- 

*  •'  moreland  and 

Masters,  and  other  Persons  there  to  be  placed,  or  em-  the  Parish  of 

ployed  to  keep,  teach,  and  manage  the  School,  might  Lowther  espe- 

ciall  V  *  the  Cha* 
have  proper  salaries  for  their  labour  and  maintenance,  ^ty    as  to  the 

and  that  the  School  might  be  continued  and  kept,  and  School  having 
Gentlemen's  Sons  therein  educated  and  taught,  from  ^  ^^hS^' 
thenceforth  for  ever  thereafter,  John  Viscount  Lonsdale  house  having 

been  built  on  a 
part  of  the  Foundei's  family  Estate,  of  which  he  was  Tenant  for  Life 
'  only,  the  Court  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  settle  a  Scheme  for  the  benefit 
of  Uie  County  of  W.  and  the  Parish  of  L.  especially. 

To  raise  a  case  of  Election  there  must  be  a  Form  of  a  GiA  as  to  the 
property  which  the  Donor  had  no  power  to  dispose  of. 
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Attorney- 
General 
v. 
Lord 
Lonsdale. 


conveyed  to  thirteen  Trastees,  the  Manor  of  DatTibrooke 
in  the  County  of  York,  and  all  his  Lands  and  Heredita- 
ments in  Dambrooke,  and  the  impropriate  Rectory  of 
Hale,  in  Cumberland,  and  a  Farm  called  Armstrong's 
Tenement,  in  the  Parish  of  Kirklevii^ton,  in  Cumberland, 
and  all  that  the  School*house  lately  erected  by  him  at 
or  in  the  Town  of  Lowther,  with  the  soil  and  ground 
whereon  the  same  stood,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the 
Trustees,  their  Heirs  and  Assigns  for  ever,  upon  trust  to 
permit  him  to  make  Leases,  for  twenty-one  years,  or 
any  other  term,  of  the  Manor  and  Premises,  and  to  re- 
ceive the  Rents  and  Profits  thereof  for  the  good  of  the 
School,  for  his  natural  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  out 
of  the  Rents  and  Profits  to  pay,  yearly,  for  ever,  such 
salaries  or  sums  of  Money,  to  such  Masters,  and  other 
Persons  there  to  be  placed,  or  employed  to  keep,  teach, 
and  manage  the  School,  in  such  proportions,  at  such 
times,  in  such  manner,  and  under  such  conditions  and 
terms  as  he  should  at  any  time  thereafter,  by  any  writ 
ing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  to  be  attested  by  three  or 
more  credible  witnesses,  appoint  or  declare,  and  to 
employ  and  bestow  the  residue  of  the  Rents  and  Pro- 
fits from  time  to  time  in  and  about  the  necessary  re- 
pairs of  the  School-house,  and  other  incidental  charges. 


John  Viscount  Lonsdale  afterwards  made  his  Will, 
dated  the  16th  of  September  1698,  and  thereby  gave  to 
his  Executors,  their  Heirs  or  Assigns,  the  Manor  of 
Dambrooke,  and  all  his  Messuages,  Lands,  Tenements, 
and  Hereditaments  in  Dambrooke  (excepting  the  Mines 
of  Lead,  Coal,  and  all  other  Minerals,  Royalties,  and 
Franchises  within  the  Manor,)  and  also  his  Rectory  and 
Parsonage  of  the  Parish  of  Hale  in  Cumberland,  and 
his  proportional  part  or  share  of  the  Tithes  of  the  Ter- 
ritories, Village,  or  Handet  of  Brisco,  in  the  Parish  of 
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Saint  John  in  Cumberland,  theretofore  had  and  enjoyed^ 
together  with  the  Rectory  of  Hak,  in  trust  to  be  a 
fund,  or  to  employ  and  dispose  of  the  Rents  and  Pro- 
fits thereof  for  the  maintenance  and  salary  of  the 
Schoolmasters  of  the  Free-school  for  which  he  had 
erected  a  House  in  Lowther,  and  for  the  management  of 
the  same,  and  upon  such  trust  and  for  such  purpose  to 
settle  the  Manor  and  Premises  upon  Trustees,  in  such 
manner,  and  under  such  laws,  statutes  and  constitu- 
tions, as  to  his  Executors  should  seem  meet  and  expe* 
dient ;  or  otherwise  upon  such  trusts,  and  for  such  other 
purposes  as  his  Executors  should  think  most  conducing 
to  the  good  of  the  County  of  Westmoreland,  and,  espe- 
cially of  the  Parish  of  Lowther:  and  he  derised  divers 
Manors  and  Estates  to  such  persons  of  his  name  and 
blood  as  would  become  entitled,  under  the  Settlement, 
to  the  Estates  therein  mentioned:  and  he  appointed 
three  of  the  thirteen  Trustees  and  two  other  persons 
his  Executors. 
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AxTOaNEY- 

General 

V. 

Lord 
Lonsdale. 


Although  John  Viscount  Lonsdale  had  power  to  dis- 
pose of  the  Manor  and  other  Premises  with  which  the 
School  was  meant  to  be  endowed,  the  School-houise  was 
built  on  part  of  the  family  Estate,  of  which  he  was 
Tenant  for  Life  only.  The  School  was,  nevertheless,  es- 
tablished therein  in  his  life-time,  and  was  continued 
for  about  forty  years,  when  the  first  Tenant  in  tail 
under  the  family  Settlement  coming  into  possession  of 
the  Estate,  suffered  a  recovery,  and  thereupon,  discon- 
tinued the  School,  and  it  has  ever  since  ceased,  and  the 
Rents  and  Profits  of  the  Premises  with  which  it  was 
intended  to  be  endowed,  have  been  enjoyed  by  the 
Lofwther  family,  and,  when  the  Information  was  filed, 
were  received  by  the  Defendant,  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale. 


Attorvxt- 
Gbvkral 

LOBD 
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Mr.  Attomey^General  and  Mr.   Pemberton  for  the 
Information^  insisted  that  the  Trusts  of  the  Deed  of 
May  1697  ought  to  be  established ;  or  if  they  had  failed 
because  John  Lord  Viscount  Lonsdale  had  no  power  to 
dispose  of  the  School-house,  then  that  the  Trusts  of  the 
Will  ought  to  be  carried  into  execution :  that,  as  the 
Will  gave  large  benefits  to  the  Defendants  who  now 
claimed  the  School-house  under  the  family  Settlement,, 
they  were  bound,  on  the  principle  of  election,  either  to 
renounce  those  benefits,  or  to  confirm  the  intention  of 
John  Viscount  Lonsdale  as  to  the  School-house :  that 
there  was,  at  any  rate,  a  clear,  general  devise  for  cha- 
ritable purposes;  as  schools  of  learning  were  expressly 
mentioned  in  the  statute  of  charitable  uses. 


Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.TFroy,  for  the  De- 
fendants : — 

It  is  clear  that  the  Trusts  of  the  Deed  of  1697  can- 
not be  established ;  1st.  because  the  School,  being  for 
the  education  of  Gentlemen's  Sons,  is  not  a  Charity  : 
2dly,  because  the  purpose  was  to  found  the  particular 
School  in  the  Parish  of  Lowther ;  and,  as  that  cannot 
be  carried  into  effect,  because  John  Viscount  Lonsdale 
had  no  power  to  dispose  of  the  School-house,  the  gift 
must  wholly  fail.    The  Charity  intended  by  the  Will, 
must  also  fail,  for  the  same  reasons.    Those  who  claim 
under  the  family  Settlement,  are  not  bound,  by  way  of 
dection,  to  devote  the  School-house  according  to  the 
intention  of  John  Viscount  Lonsdale ;  because  there  is 
not,  in  the  Will,  any  gift  of  the  School-house  to  the 
Trustees  of  the  School.    The  words  of  gift  for  general 
charitable  purposes,  are  too  vague  to  have  effect  as  a 
good  devise  for  a  Charity.     But,  even  if  it  were  not  so,. 
effect  could  not  be  given  to  them  on  this  Information,^ 
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'Mirhich  does  not  extend  to  establish  the  Trusts  of  the 
Will.  This  is  one  of  those  Cases  in  which,  on  the  prin- 
ciples stated  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Bar  v.  Bor(ja)  the 
doctrine  of  election  does  not  at  all  apply. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  : — 

The  institution  of  a  School  for  the  Sons  of  Gentlemen, 
is  not,  in  popular  language,  a  Charity ;  but,  in  the  Tiew 
of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  all  schools  for  learning  are 
so  to  be  considered;  and  on  that  ground  no  objection 
•can  be  made  to  the  Trusts  of  the  Deed  of  1697. 
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But  the  purpose  of  that  Deed  being  to  found  the 
School  in  the  particular  School-house  in  the  Parish  of 
Lowther,  which  cannot  be  effected  because  John  Vis- 
count Lonsdak  had  no  power  to  dispose  of  that  School- 
house,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  Trusts  of  that  Deed 
must  altogether  fail. 

I  think  the  Trusts  of  the  Will  as  to  that  School  must 
fail  for  the  same  reason;  there  being  no  gift  of  the 
School-house  to  the  Trustees  of  the  Charity,  so  as  to 
bind  those  who  claim  under  the  family  Settlement,  by 
way  of  election. 

It  may  be  collected,  from  the  Will,  that  he  had  an 
intention  to  giTe  the  School-house  to  the  Trustees  of 
the  Charity.  But  there  is  no  authority  for  stating  that 
a  party  is  put  to  his  election,  under  a  Will,  unless,  in 
the  Will,  there  be  the  form  of  a  gift  as  to  the  property 
which  is  to  pass  by  election. 


(a)  3  Bro.  P.  C.  178. 
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The  Willy  after  directing  the  Rents  and  Profits  of  tbe 
Manor^  Lands  and  Rectory  in  question  to  be  applied,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  School^  as  to  his  Executors  shall 
seem  meet  and  expedient^  adds  the  words  following : 
'^  or  otherwise  upon  such  other  Trusts  or  for  such  other 
purposes  as  my  said  Executors  shall  think  most  con- 
ducing to  the  good  of  the  County  of  Westmorland,  and 
especially  of  the  Parish  of  Lowther ;"  this  amounts  to 
a  clear  direction  that,  if,  for  any  reason,  the  Testator's 
intention  as  to  the  School  should  fail«  the  Manor^  Lands 
and  Rectory  intended  for  the  endowment  of  the  School, 
should  be  applied  to  other  charitable  purposes:  and 
the  Court  is  bound  to  carry  this  intention  into  effect. 


Declare,  therefore^  that  the  Trust  created  by  John 
Viscount  Lonsdale  as  to  the  School  at  Lowther,  has 
failed,  by  reason  that  he  had  not  power  to  dispose  of  the 
particular  School-house ;    but  that    the    Manor   and 
Lands  of  Damhrooke,  and  the  Rectory  and  Parsonage  of 
Hale,  with  the  Glebe  Lands  and  Tithes  thereunto  belong- 
ing, and  the  proportional  part  or  share  of  the  Testator 
in  the  Tithes  or  Tenths  of  Brisco,  within  the  Parish  of 
Saint  John,  in  the  County  of  Cumberland,  heretofore  had 
and  enjoyed  with  the  Rectory  of  Hale,  are  well  given, 
by  the  Will  of  the  said  John  Viscount  Lonsdale,  to 
charitable  uses ;  and  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  of 
what  particulars   the   Property  now   consists,   and  in 
whose  occupation  and  possession  the  same  now  are,  and 
under  what  circumstances,  and  what  is  now  the  Rent 
or  annual  Value  thereof,  and  of  every  part  thereof,  and 
in  whom  the  legal  estate  is  now  vested :  and  declare 
that  the  Defendant,  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  is  to  account 
for  the  amount  of  the  Rents  and  Profits  of  the  said 
several  Premises  which  have  been  received  by  him,  or 
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Ill 


to  his  use,  from  the  commencement  of  the  term  of  Six 
Years  before  the  filing  of  this  Information ;  and  let  the 
Master  take  such  Account  accordingly;  and  let  the 
Master  settle  a  Scheme,  for  the  application  of  the  Rents 
and  Profits  of  the  said  several  Premises  to  some  chari- 
table purpose  or  purposes  conducing  to  the  good  of  the 
County  of  Westmorland,  znd,  especially,  of  the  Parish 
of  Lowther,  and  for  the  future  trusts  and  manage- 
ment thereof:  and  let  the  Master  tax  the  Costs  of 
the  Informant,  the  Attomey^General,  to  the  hearing ; 
and  let  the  same,  when  taxed,  be  paid  by  the  Defendant 
the  Earl  of  Lotisdale:  and  reserve  the  consideration  of 
all  further  Directions  and  subsequent  Costs,  and  the 
extra  Costs  of  the  Informant,  until  after  the  Master  shall 
have  made  his  Report. 


1827. 
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HARRIS  V.  KEMBLE. 

1  HE  facts  in  this  Case  are  stated  in  the  Judg- 
ment, it  is  unnecessary  to  report  them  in  the  usual 
manner. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  James  appeared  for  the  Plaintiff; 
Mr.  Heald,  Mr.  Twiss  and  Mr.  L.  Lowndes,  for  the  De- 
fendants, Kemble,  Willett  and  Forbes ;  Mr.  Shadwell, 
for  the  Defendants,  Harrison  and  Trotter;  and  Mr.  Hart 
and  Mr.  Rawlins,  for  the  Defendant  Const. 

The  Judgment  was  as  follows : 

with  reference  to  accounts  which  were  equally  open  to 
if  the  representations  be  justified  by  those  accounts. 


12th  April. 

An  Agreement 
will  not  be 
avoided  by  rea- 
son that  repre- 
sentations, made 
by  one  Party  to 
the  other,  upon 
the  subject  of 
the  Agreement, 
are  not  correct, 
if  it  be  manifest 
that  the  Party 
making  the  re- 
presentations is 
speaking,  not 
from  personal 
knowledge,  but 
both  Parties,  and 
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1827.  The  Vicb-Chancellor: — 

t^ J 

In  the  month  of  March  1822,  the  PlaintifY*,  H.  Harris, 

was  entitled  to  fourteen  twenty-fourth  Shares  of  the 

Kemble.       property  of  Covent  (Jarden  Theatre.    The  Defendants, 

Kemble,  Wilkt  and  Forbes,  were  then  entitled,  together, 
to  seven  twenty-fourth  Shares,  and  the  Defendant^ 
Caiis^,was  then  entitled,  for  life,  to  the  remaining  three 
twenty-fourth  Shares ;  and  the  reversion  of  these  three 
twenty-fourths  was  then  vested  in  persons  claiming 
under  the  Will  of  Mrs.  Martindale,  to  whom  the  De- 
fendant, Const,  was  Executor.  On  the  11th  of  March 
1822,  the  Plaintiff,  Harris,  nnd  the  Defendants,  X^i7i6/r, 
Wittett  and  Forbes,  entered  into  the  Agreement  which 
is  the  subject  of  this  Suit.  And  the  effect  of  this  Agree- 
ment is,  that  the  Defendants,  Kemble,  Willet  and  Forbes^ 
as  between  themselves  and  the  Plaintiff,  should  be 
considered  as  the  Lessees  of  the  Theatre,  for  a  term  of 
ten  years,  to  be  computed,  retrospectively,  from  the  1st 
of  August  1821,  at  a  Rent  of  12,000/.,  which  would, 
in  effect,  be  to  give  the  Plaintiff^  during  that  term,  by 
way  of  Rent,  for  his  Shares,  the  annual  sum  of  7,000/. 
But  there  being,  at  this  time,  a  very  heavy  Debt  upon 
the  Theatre,  amounting  to  between  60,000/.  or  70,000/, 
it  was  agreed  that  no  part  of  this  Rent  should  be  paid 
to  the  Plaintiff  until  that  Debt  was  discharged ;  and 
that  the  whole  Profits  of  the  Theatre,  should,  in  the 
mean  time,  be  applied  in  the  reduction  of  the  Debt. 
The  Plaintiff  appears  to  have  had  no  other  property  at 
command  than  his  interest  in  this  Theatre;  and,  in 
order  to  provide  an  income  for  his  subsistence,  until 
the  Debt  was  paid  off,  it  was  agreed  that  he  should 
receive,  from  a  Mr.  Rodwell  and  a  Mr.  Boscha,  certain 
annual  Rents,  paid  by  them  to  the  Proprietors  of  the 
Theatre,  for  the  use  of  the  fruit  rooms,  and  for  the  hire 
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df  the  Theatre  for  the  performance  of  Oratorios  :  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  should  also  receive  an  annual  sum 
of  340 /v  which  was  staited  to  be  payable,  by  Sir  Ed- 
mund Antrobus,  as  the  Rent  of  a  Private  Box  for  alter- 
nate weeks.  The  Sumd  thus  received  by  Mr.  Harris 
were  computed  to  amount,  together,  to  1,360  /.  a  year, 
and  were  to  be  received  by  him  in  the  nature  of  a 
loan;  and,  when  the  Debts  should  be  discharged,  the 
Plaintiff  was  to  account  for  these  Sums  upon  that 
principle. 


Harrist 

V. 
KXMBLi; 


Mr.  Harris,  the  elder,  the  Plaintiff's  Father,  who  wais 
Proprietor  of  one  half  of  the  Theatre,  and  who  died  in 
October  i820|had  been,  for  many  years,  the  Manager  of 
the  Theatre,  at  a  Salary  of  1,000  /.  a  year :  and  he  was 
succeeded,  in  his  property  in  the  Theatre,  and  in  the 
Management,  by  the  Plaintiff,  who,  having  been  edu* 
cated  for  the  Bar,  had  quitted  his  profession,  and  had 
for  twelve  years  assisted  his  Father  in  the  afiairs  of 
the  Theatre.  The  Defendants,  Kemble,  Wiliet  and 
Forbes,  appear  to  have  been  dissatisfied  with  the  Plain- 
tiff's Management,  and  to  have  been  desirous  of  saving 
the  Salary  of  1,000/.  which  was  paid  to  him  in  that 
respect ;  and  they  seem  to  have  entered  into  this  Agree* 
ment  with  the  Plaintiff,  rather  for  the  purpose  of  obtain- 
ing the  Management  of  the  Theatre  to  themselves,  than 
with  a  view  to  any  other  profit  from  the  bargain.  They 
first  proposed  that  the  Rent  should  be  determined, 
annuaUy,  by  the  actual  profit  of  the  Theatre.  But  the 
Plaintiff,  protesting  against  that  principle,  required  that 
the  Rent  should  be  computed  at  15,000?.,  and  after- 
wards offered  himself  to  become  the  Lessee  at  a  Rent 
of  13,500/.  a  year.  The  Defendants  say  that  they 
refused  this  offer,  because  they  questioned  the  respon-i^ 

Vol.  L  I 
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sibility  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  considered  the  offer  as  a 
mere  artifice  of  treaty ;  and,  afterwards,  ultimately  they 
agreed  to  become  Lessees  of  the  Theatre  at  a  com- 
puted Rent  of  1 2,000  /.  a  year.  The  Defendants  seem 
to  haTe  expected  that  Mr.  Const,  as  the  Proprie- 
tor of  one-eighth  of  the  Theatre,  for  his  life,  would 
have  concurred  in  the  intended  I^ease,  and  the  name 
of  Mr.  Const,  as  a  Party,  was  originally  introduced 
into  the  Draft  of  the  Agreement.  This  expectation 
was,  however,  disappointed;  and  the  Agreement  was 
executed  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendants  Kem^ 
ble,  Willett  and  Forbes,  without  Mr.  Const  being  a 
party.  Immediately  after  the  execution  of  the  Agree- 
mentf  the  Plaintiff  retired  from  the  Theatre,  and 
the  Management  was  assumed  by  the  Defendants 
Kemble,  Willett  and  Forbes.  In  this  Management  they 
continued  when  Mr.  Cofisi  filed  his  Bill  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  on  the  15th  of  April  1823,  against  the  Plain- 
tiff and  the  Defendcmts  Kemble,  Willett  and  Forbes, 
thereby  stating  a  certain  Deed,  bearing  date  the  9th  of 
March  1812,  by  which  the  then  Proprietors  of  the 
Theatre  contracted  with  each  other,  that  the  funds  of 
the  Theatre  should  be  applied  in  payment  of  certain 
specified  Debts  until  the  whole  thereof  were  satisfied, 
and  stating,  further,  that  some  of  such  Debts  remained 
undischarged,  and  that  the  ftinds  of  the  Theatre  were  now 
applied  contrary  to  the  Provisions  of  the  Deed  of  1812^ 
and  praying  therefore  that  effect  might  be  given  to  the 
Deed  of  1812,  and,  for  that  purpose,  that  a  Receiver  of 
the  Profits  of  the  Theatre  might  be  appointed.  In  this 
Suit,  an  Ordilr  wns  made  by  the  Lord-Chancellor  for  tlie 
appointment  of  a  Receiver,  on  the  1  gth  of  February  1 824 ; 
and,  four  days  afterwards,  the  Defendants  Kemble,  Wil^ 
ktt  and  Forbes,  caused  a  Letter  to  be  written  to  the  Plain- 
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tiff,  with  notice  that  they  altogether  repudiated  the  Agree-*  1827. 

ment  made  with  the  Plaintiff  in  March  1822,  whereby 
they  were  to  become  Lessees  of  the  Theatre,  stating,  as 
a  reason,  the  appointment  of  a  Receirer  in  Mr.  Consfs  Kemblb* 
Suit,  under  the  Deed  of  1812,  and  alleging  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  a  party  to  that  Deed,  but  that  they,  the 
Defendants  Kemble,  Willett  and  Forbes,  had,  at  the 
time  of  the  Agreement  with  the  Plaintiff,  no  notice  of 
its  existence.  The  Parties  to  that  Deed  of  181 2  were  Mr. 
Harris,  the  Father,  who  was  then  possessed  of  one  half, 
or  twelve  twenty-fourths  of  the  Theatre ;  the  Plaintiff 
Harris,  then  possessed  of  two  twenty-fourths ;  the  late 
Mr.  John  Philip  Kembk,  then  possessed  of  four  twenty- 
fourths;  the  late  Mr.  White,  then  possessed  of  three 
twenty-fourths ;  and  the  late  Mrs.  Martindale,  then  also 
possessed  of  three  twenty-fourths.  TheDeed  of  1812  ap-> 
pears  to  have  been  acted  upon  for  a  year  or  two  only, 
and  then  to  have  been  abandoned :  and,  at  the  time  of 
the  appointment  of  a  Receiver,  there  remained  unpaid, 
of  the  Debts  intended  to  be  provided  for  by  that  Deed, 
a  Sum  under  10,000/.  It  was  in  the  month  of  August 
1813  that  the  Defendants,  Wilkti  and  Forbes,  who  had 
married  two  Daughters  of  Mr.  White,  became  entitled  to 
the  three  twenty-fourths,  which,  in  1812,  had  belonged 
to  him:  and,  in  the  month  of  November  1820,  the 
Defendant  Kemble  became  entitled  to  the  four  twenty- 
fourths,  which  in  1812,  had  belonged  to  Mr.  John  Philip 
Kemble,  Upon  the  death  of  Mrs.  Martindale^  the  three 
twenty-fourths  which  had  belonged  to  her  in  1812, 
vested  in  Mr.  Canst,  as  her  Executor,  in  the  manner 
I  have  before  stated.  On  the  24th  of  April  1824,  the 
Plaintiff  Harris  filed  the  present  Bill  for  the  purpose  of 
compelling  the  Defendants,  Kemble,  Willett  and  Forbes, 
to  adhere  to  the  Agreement  of  the  1  ith  of  March  j  822 ; 

I  2 
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1827.  and  Mr.  Const  is  made  a  Party  Defendant  to  this  Bill^ 

the  Plaintiff  insisting  that,  although  not  a  Party  to  the 
Agreement  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendants,  he 

KsMBLB*       ^^^'  ^y  ^^^  subsequent  conduct,  entitled  the  Plaintiff  to 

call  upon  him,  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  to  confirm  it.  With 
respect  to  Mr.  Const  it  may  be  well  to  state,  at  once, 
that  the  Plaintiff  has  not  established  any  case  against 
him ;  and  that  [the  Bill,  as  to  him,  must  be  dismissed 
with  Costs.  The  Defendants,  Kemble,  Willeit  and  For^ 
bes,  by  way  of  Defence  to  this  Bill,  first  insist  that, 
haTing  entered  into  the  Agreement  of  March  1822  with 
the  Plaintiff,  solely  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  the 
Management  of  the  Theatre,  and  having  lost  that 
Management  by  the  appointment  of  a  Receiver  in  Mr. 
Const's  Suit,  they  are  no  longer  bound  by  their  Agpree- 
ment  with  the  Plaintiff.  It  is  to  be  observed  that, 
in  the  Agreement  of  March  1822,  the  Plaintiff  expressly 
contracts  that  he  is  not  to  be  bound  to  the  performance 
of  the  Agreement  further  than  as  it  is  to  be  performed 
by,  or  is  appUcable  to  him  ;  and  the  Defendants,  Kemble, 
Willett  and  Forbes,  expressly  Contract  that  they  will  be 
bound  by  the  Agreement,  not  only  so  far  as  it  is  to  be 
performed  by,  or  is  applicable  to  them,  but  so  far  also  as 
is  applicable  to,  or  to  be  performed  by  Mr.  Const,  or  is 
applicable  to  the  Estate  of  Mrs.  Martindale,  which  he 
represents:  and  it  appears  to  me,  therefore,  to  be 
against  the  clear  effect  of  this  express  Contract  that  they 
now  seek  to  make  the  Plaintiff  responsible  for  the  aet 
of  Mr.  Const. 

These  Defendants  next  insist  that  they  had  no  notice 
of  the  Deed  of  1812,  under  which  the  Receiver  is  ap^ 
pointed ;  and  that,  as  the  Plaintiff  was  a  Party  to  that 
Deed,  and  is  to  be  taken  to  have  known  that  it  might 
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be  used  as  an  Instrument  to  defeat  that  Possession  and 
Management  of  the  Theatre,  which,  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants,  was  the  motive  of  the  Agreement,  it  was 
the  Plaintifi^s  duty  to  have  apprised  the  Defendants  of 
that  Deed ;  and  that  he,  not  having  done  so,  they  are 
entitled  to  be  released  from  their  Agreement  with  the 
Plaintiff.  It  is  not  pretended  that  there  was  any  inten- 
tional concealment  of  this  Deed  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff.  It  had  long  been  abandoned  and  lost  sight  of 
by  all  Parties  concerned ;  and  the  very  Persons  under 
whom  these  Defendants  claim  having  executed  that 
Deed,  it  is  not  easy  to  understand  upon  what  principle 
it  can  be  material  whether  these  Defendants  had,  or  had 
not  actual  notice  of  the  Deed.  But,  if  that  were  material, 
I  should  be  bound  to  declare,  upon  the  evidence  in  the 
Cause,  that  these  Defendants  are  to  be  affected,  in  this 
Court,  with  notice  of  that  Deed. 


i8<27. 
Harris 

V. 

Kbmble. 


These  Defendants  next  insist  that,  although  the 
Plaintiff  did  oppose  the  appointment  of  the  Receiver, 
yet,  after  the  Receiver's  appointment,  he  supported  the 
proceeding  of  Mr.  Const  to  have  the  Monies,  paid  to 
the  Receiver,  secured  in  this  Court ;  and  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  Money  into  Court,  being  contrary  to  the 
Terms  of  the  Agreement  of  March  1832,  which  placed 
the  Monies  in  the  hands  of  these  Defendants,  they,  for 
that  reason,  are  entitled  to  be  relieved  from  the  Agree- 
ment That  the  Plaintiff  did  support  the  proceeding  of 
Mr.  Const  to  have  the  Monies  paid  to  the  Receiver  se- 
cured in  this  Court,  is  not  disputed.  The  present  Bill 
of  the  Plaintiff  to  enforce  the  Agreement  of  March 
1822  was  then  depending ;  and  the  support  given  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  Mr.  Const's  proceeding,  cannot  be  repre* 
Bented  as  evidence  of  an  intention  to  abandon  the 

13 
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1827.  Agreement.     It  is  said,  for  the  Plaintiff,  that  he  at  the 

'  ""  '  same  time  strenuously  insisted  on  the  Agreement,  but 
Harris  ^]^^^  these  Defendants  having  given  him  the  notice  that 
they  repudiated  the  Agreement,  he  had  a  right  to  use  Us 
efforts  to  secure  the  receipts  of  the  Theatre,  in  this 
Courts  as  a  measure  that  would  be  beneficial  to  him  in 
the  alternative  of  the  Defendants  succeeding  to  avoid 
the  Agreement.  Whether  the  Plaintiff's  view  of  the 
subject,  or  his  conduct,  in  this  respect  was  or  was  not 
correct,  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  state.  It  is  enough 
to  say  that  his  conduct  in  that  respect,  can  form  no 
ground  upon  which  these  Defendants  can  retire  firom 
the  Agreement  in  question. 

These  Defendants  next  state  that,  for  want  of  more 
correct  information,  they  were  obliged  to  make  their 
calculations,  as  to  the  Rent  that  ought  to  be  paid  for  the 
Theatre,  from  statements  and  accounts  furnished  by  the 
Plaintiff,  and  purporting  to  be  founded  upon  his  personal 
experience  and  his  knowledge  of  the  afiairs  of  the 
Theatre ;  and  that  the  statements  and  accounts  so  fur- 
nished by  him  were  incorrect  and  erroneous ;  and  that 
they  were  misled  by  them,  and  are  therefore  entitled  to 
he  relieved  from  the  Agreement;  and  they  refer  to 
particular  statements  and  accounts  in  support  of  this  al* 
legation.  Before  I  enter  into  the  consideration  of  these 
particulars,  it  is  necessary  to  premise  some  general 
facts.  During  the  Management  of  Mr.  Harris,  the  Fa- 
therland of  the  Plaintiff,  all  Accounts  of  the  Theatre  were 
kept  by  Mr.  John  Brandon,  the  Treasurer;  and  it  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  Defendants  that  the  Accounts  so  kept  were^ 
at  alltimes,open  to  their  inspection,  and  were  repeatedly 
inspected  by  them,  and,  with  these  Accounts  they  were 
so  well  acquainted,  that  one  of  the  Defendants  sug- 
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getted  an  alteration  in  the  mode  of  keeping  them  which 
was  actaally  adopted.  These  Defendants  allege,  in  cer- 
tain passages  in  their  Answers  which  hare  been  read  as 
evidence,  that  Brandon  was  an  incompetent  person  to 
manage  the  Accounts,  and  that  he  did  not,  in  fact,  un* 
derstand  the  same,  and  that  he  improperly  left  the  same 
in  a  great  degree  to  his  Son,  James  Brandon :  and  fur- 
ther, that,  in  consequence  of  the  imperfect  and  irregular 
manner  in  which  the  Accounts  had  been  kept  during  the 
Management  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  his  Father,  there  were 
not  any  means,  in  the  year  1821,  whereby  the  Defend* 
ants  could  ascertain  the  exact  amount  of  the  Debts  of 
the  Theatre,  or  of  their  own  liabilities  consequent 
thereon  :  and,  further,  that  they  were  informed,  by  Mr. 
Harrison,  who  was  the  medium  of  communication  be- 
tween the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants  in  the  treaty 
which  led  to  the  Agreement  in  question,  that  he,  Mr. 
Harrison,  had  repeatedly  declared  to  the  Plaintiff,  pen- 
ding the  treaty,  that  the  Plaintiff  did  not  understand 
and  was  incompetent  to  manage  the  Accounts  of  the 
Theatre ;  and  thai  he  did  not  know  the  true  state  of  the 
Accounts  of  the  Theatre ;  and  that  he  did  not  under- 
stand the  nature  of  accounts,  or  of  profit  and  loss. 
Mr.  Henry  Robertson,  who  was  appointed,  by  the  De* 
fendants  when  they  ix>clk  upon  themselves  the  Manage- 
ment of  the  Theatre,  to  be  Treasurer  in  the  place  of  Mr. 
Brandon,  and  who  is  now  the  Receiver  under  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  and  who  is  represented  as  a  skilful  account- 
ant, being  examined  as  a  Witness  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants,  deposes  that,  from  the  obscure  manner  in 
which  the  Accounts  were  kept  by  Mr.  Brandon,  he  does 
not  conceive  that  the  true  state  of  the  affairs  of  the 
Theatre,  and  the  actual  profit  and  loss  that  had  been 
made  prior  to  the  date  of  the  Agreement  between  the 
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Plaintiff  and  Defendants,  could  have  been  collected, 
from  the  Books  and  Accounts,  by  any  person  not  inti«- 
mately  acquainted  with  the  Management  of  the  Theatre, 
or  without  the  most  minute  and  laborious  examination 
thereof  by  a  person  well  accustomed  to  the  examination 
of  accounts.  In  the  Agreement  of  March  1822  be- 
tween the  Plaintiff  and  Defendants,  there  is  a  provision 
that  a  list  of  the  names  of  the  Creditors  of  the  Concern 
then  to  be  made  out  and  signed  by  the  Parties,  is  not  to 
be  deemed  conclusive  as  to  any  items  or  accounts  con- 
tained therein^  or  omitted  to  be  included  therein,  or  as 
to  any  debt  or  demand  omitted  therefrom ;  but  that  all 
just  and  correct  Debts,  whether  stated  or  omitted  in  that 
list,  were  to  be  fully  satisfied.  And  this  provision 
amounts  to  an  admission  to  the  same  effect  as  Mr. 
Robertson's  testimony. 


Having  made  these  preliminary  observations,  I  shall 
now  proceed  to  the  particular  Statements  and  Accounts 
of  the  Plaintiff,  of  which  the  Defendants  complain. 


The  treaty  for  a  Lease  of  the  Theatre  from  the  Plain- 
tiff to  the  Defendants,  commenced^  according  to  Mr. 
HarrUorCs  evidence,  in  the  month  of  December  1821 ; 
and,  at  the  beginning  of  the  treaty,  a  Letter  bearing 
date  the  21st  of  that  December  is  vnitten,  by  the  Plain- 
tiff to  Mr.  Surman,  for  the  purpose  of  being  communi- 
cated by  him  to  Mr.  Harrison  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendants. That  Letter  is  proved  as  exhibit  (L.),  and 
the  material  part  of  it  is  in  the  words  following :  *'  The 
total  amount  of  the  Receipts  during  the  eleven  seasons 
is  991,81 1  /. ;  average  per  season,  82,650  /.  Now  I  have 
no  doubt  one  third  of  the  above  Sum  may  be  accounted 
as  Profit;  and  I  am  sure  if  the  Sums  were  calculate4 
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^liicli  have  been  paid  (independently  of  the  expenses  1827. 

of  working  the  Theatre),  that  I  should  be  fully  borne 
out  in  my  assertion.  In  a  Letter  which  I  am  preparing, 
and  which  I  mean  to  address  to  Mr.  Harrison  on  the 
delivery  of  our  List  of  Debts^  Sec,  I  shall  touch  more 
fully  on  this  subject,  and  shall  show  under  how  much 
more  advantageous  circumstances  any  Tenant  of  Covent 
Garden  Theatre  would  now  stand,  than  my  Father  and 
myself  have  stood  during  the  term  of  extreme  pressure 
from  enormous  Debt,  Sec.  8u>"  This  Letter  was  for- 
warded by  Mr.  Sui^nan  to  Mr.  Harrison ;  and  it  is 
said,  by  the  Defendants,  that,  founding  their  calculation 
on  the  statement  here  made  by  the  Plaintifi^  they  were 
greatly  deceived ;  for,  although  it  appears,  by  Mr. 
Brandon's  Accounts,  that  the  Receipts  for  the  eleven 
seasons  did  amount  to  ggi,8ii  /.  being  the  Sum  stated 
by  the  Plaintiff,  yet  this  Sum,  to  the  amount  of  66,289  '• 
was  partly  made  up  by  Monies  received  on  benefit 
nights,  which  were  afterwards  paid  over  to  the  actors  to 
whom  the  benefits  belonged,  and  partly  by  Money  ad- 
vanced by  the  Bankers,  and  ought  not,  therefore,  to 
have  been  included  in  any  computation  of  Profits ;  and 
they  prove  these  facts  by  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Robertson : 
and  they  then  proceed,  with  certain  comparative  state- 
ments of  figures,  to  show  the  effect  that  would  be  pro- 
duced, in  calculation,  if  the  Plaintifi^s  statement  as  to 
the  ggi,8i  1 Z.  had  been  correct,  and  if  the  Profits  could 
have  been  rightly  estimated  at  one  third  of  the  gross 
receipt.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  necessary  to  follow 
these  calculations.  The  Plaintiff,  in  this  statement  of 
991,81 1  /.,  must  be  understood  to  refer  to  Mr.  Brandon's 
Accounts,  which  were  equally  open  to  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  Defendants,  and  not  as  speaking  from  personal 
knowledge:  and  Mr.  Brandon's  Accounts,  upon  the 
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face  of  them,  justify  that  statement:  and,  as  the  De- 
fendants at  that  time  complained  of  the  imperfect  and 
irregular  manner  in  which  Mr.  Brandon  kept  these  Ac- 
counts, and  had  been  informed,  by  Mr.  Harrison,  that 
the  Plaintiff  did  not  know  the  true  state  of  the  Accounts 
of  the  Theatre,  and  did  not  understand  the  nature  of 
accounts,  or  of  profit  and  loss,  the  Defendants  cannot 
reasonably  state,  in  a  Court  of  Justice,  that  they  either 
did  rely,  or  were  warranted  to  rely  upon  this  representa- 
tion made  by  the  Plaintiff,  or  were  misled  by  it.  The 
Plaintiff's  estimate  of  the  Profits  at  one  third  of  the 
gross  receipts,  professes  to  be  nothing  more  than  a 
mere  conjecture  on  his  part. 


The  Defendants  further  allege  that  they  were  in- 
duced to  believe,  by  the  representations  of  the  Plaintiff, 
that  a  saving  of  200  /.  a  week,  or  2,000  /.  a  year  might 
be  made  in  the  expenses  of  the  Theatre,  and,  that  in  this 
respect,  they  were  also  misled.  Upon  this  head  the 
Defendants  refer  to  a  Letter,  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the 
Defendant  Wilktt,  which  is  dated,  on  the  27th  July 
1820,  and  is  proved  as  exhibit  (A.)  and  also  to  two 
exhibits  (G.)  and  (H.)  which  were  inclosed  in  a  Letter, 
written  by  Mr.  Surman,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  to 
Mr.  Harrison,  which  is  dated  on  the  3d  of  October 
1821 ;  and  it  is  proved  as  the  exhibit  (F.).  It  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  exhibit  (A.)  was  written  in  the  life- 
time of  Mr.  Harris,  the  elder,  when  there  could  not 
possibly  exist  the  least  idea  of  the  Defendants  ever  be- 
coming the  Lessees  of  the  Theatre ;  and  it  must  be 
under  very  special  circumstances  indeed,  which  have  no 
existence  here,  that  a  Letter  written  at  that  time  could 
be  brought  to  bear  upon  the  subsequent  treaty,  as  a 
ttepresentation  affecting  that  treaty.    But  if  it  were  ad- 
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mitted  that  it  was  a  representation  upon  which  the  De- 
fendants were  entitled  to  rely^  it  is  only  a  statement  that 
by  means  of  the  PlaintifF's  connexion  with  the  Dublin 
Theatre  he  had  been  able  to  reduce  the  expenses  of  the 
ensuing  season  above  200  /•  a  week,  and  not  a  repre* 
sentation  that  a  permanent  annual  saving  of  tool,  a 
week  might  be  made  in  the  expenses  of  the  Theatre. 
With  respect  to  the  exhibits  (G.)  and  (H.)»  they  were 
written  also  prior  to  the  treaty  for  the  Lease,    They 
do,  indeed,  represent  that  a  reduction  of  expenditure, 
to   the  amount  7,105/.  5$.  7  J.  had  occurred  in  the 
season  of  1820-1821,  this  being  the  season  to  which 
the  Plaintiff  refers  in  the  exhibit  (A.),  and  thus  esta- 
blishing the  truth  of  the  statement  in  that  Letter  that, 
by  his  connexion  with  the  Dublin  Theatre,  he  had  been 
able  to  reduce  the  expenses  of  the  ensuing  season 
above  200  /.  a  week :  but  so  far  from  representing  that 
such  a  deduction  is  always  to  be  expected,  the  Letter 
(F.)  which  incloses  these  exhibits,  has  this  passage, 
speaking  of  the  season  1821-1822: — '*  The  present 
saving  per  week  is  27  L  and  a  fraction,  and,  the  usual 
number  of  weeks  bemg  forty-four,  I  need  not  point  out 
to  you  the  saving  of  each  season  in  future." 
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It  may  be  observed  that  the  exhibits  (G)  and(H) 
were  furnished  by  Mr.  Brandon,  and  were  mere  abstracts 
of  the  Accounts  kept  by  him,  and  which  were  accessi- 
ble to  all  parties,  and  neither  contained  nor  professed 
to  contain  any  personal  representations  from  the  Plain- 
tiff. In  exhibit  (£),  which  is  a  letter  written  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  Mr.  Surman,  dated  the  24th  of  May  1824, 
and  which  was  communicated  to  Mr.  Hcarison,  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendants,  the  Plaintiff  states :  ''  It  must 
be  by  gradual  reduction,  of  the  large  Salaries  that  <mr 
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great  saving  must  be  made ;  I  have  been  through  the 
list  of  servants,  &c.  and  I  think  some  reduction  may 
be  made,  but  of  trifling  amount  in  comparison  with 
performers  salaries."  It  is  plain  that  it  was  by  a 
saving  in  the  performer's  salaries,  that  the  Plaintiff's 
connexion  with  the  Dublin  Theatre  enabled  him  to 
reduce  the  expenses  200/.  a  Week,  in  the  year  1820- 
1821.  In  the  exhibit  (A)  before  referred  to,  he  assigns, 
as  a  reason  for  that  reduction,  that,  by  keeping  a  Thea- 
trical force  at  Dublin  ready,  at  any  time,  to  be  trans- 
planted, he  could,  of  course,  do  with  less  stationery 
Company  at  Covent  Garden.  Upon  the  whole,  therefore, 
the  Defendants  seem  to  me  to  have  failed  altogether,  in 
the  proof  of  their  allegation  that  they  were  misled  by 
the  Plaintiff's  representations  with  respect  to  perma- 
nent saving  in  the  expenses  of  the  Theatre.  Mr.  Har-^ 
mon,  in  his  evidence,  states  that  the  Plaintiff  repeatedly 
assured  him  that  the  Theatre  had  made  profits  to  the 
extent  of  10,000 /I,  in  each  of  the  years,  i8ig,  1820 
and  1 820-1 821,  and,  that  in  consequence  thereof,  20,000  /• 
or  thereabouts,  of  the  old  Debt  of  the  Theatre  had 
been  paid  off,  and  very  liltie  new  Debt  contracted.  If 
Mr.  Harrison^s  memory  in  this  respect  is  to  be  consi- 
sidered  as  correct,  it  is  not  and  cannot  be  denied  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  guilty  of  great  misrepresentation ;  for, 
in  the  season  of  1819-1820,  there  was  no  profit,  but 
great  loss ;  and,  although  it  be  true  that  about  20,000/. 
of  the  Debt  was  paid  off,  in  the  two  seasons,  and  com- 
paratively litde  new  Debt  contracted,  yet  it  was  so  paid 
off,  not  by  Profits  only,  but  by  sale  of  Boxes,  which 
produced  10,000/.,  and  paid  off  a  Debt  of  12,000/. 
Upon  this  point  it  is  first  to  be  observed  that  the  De- 
fendants, who  in  their  Answers  enumerate  the  other 
alleged  misrepresentations  of  which  they  complain,  do 
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noty  in  their  Answers,  take  any  notice  of  a  misrepre- 
sentation in  this  respect ;  and  this,  being  more  clear 
and  tangible  than  any  other  alleged  misrepresentation 
which  they  have  enumerated,  it  is  not  probable,  if 
it  had  taken  place,  that  either  Mr.  Harrison  would 
have  omitted  to  mention  it  to  them,  or  that  they  would 
have  omitted  to  state  it  in  their  Answers. 
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It  is  next  to  be  observed  that  it  would  be  very  strange 
that  a  misrepresentation  should  be  made  which  is  di- 
rectly contrary  to  the  facts  as  they  appeared  upon  the 
face  of  Mr.  Brandon^s  Accounts,  which  were  equally 
open  to  all  Parties,  and  must  be  considered  as  equally 
known  to  all.  It  is  further  to  be  observed  that  the  ex- 
hibits (G.)  and  (H.)  before  referred  to,  which  contain 
Mr.  Brandan^s  statement  of  the  Accounts  of  these 
seasons,  and  which  were  sent,  by  the  Plaintiff,  to  Mr. 
Harrison  himself,  only  two  months  before,,  do,  in  effect, 
represent  the  season  1819-1820  as  a  losing  season  to 
a  great  amount,  instead  of  a  profitable  season  to  the 
extent  of  10,000  /.  The  total  amount  of  the  receipts  of 
that  season  are  there  stated  at  65>833Z.  14  s.,  and  the 
expenditure,  at  41,078  /.  45.,  not  including  either  trades- 
men's bills  or  regular  annual  payments,  which  may  be 
estimated,  together,  at  least  at  20,000/.,  making  to- 
gether an  excess  of  expenditure,  beyond  the  receipts^  of 
more  than  6,000  /.  It  may  be  observed  also  that  in  the 
Letter  (F.)  which  incloses  the  exhibits  (G.)  and(U.), 
Mr.  Harrison  is  informed  that  the  Plaintiff  is  using 
every  means  he  can  to  get  the  Leases  of  the  Boxes 
settled,  that  the  Debts  of  Mr.  Copeland  &c.,  due  before 
August  1818,  may  be,  as  soon  as  possible,  discharged; 
thus  distinctly  infonning  Mr.  Harrison  that  the  Debts 
to  be  paid  off  were  to  be  discharged,  not  out  of  the  Pro. 


126  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

i8a7.  fits  merely,  as  he  supposes  the  Plaintiff  to  have  repre- 

sented, but  by  the  application  of  the  price  of  Boxes 
also. 


Hariiis 
Kemblk. 


From  all  these  circumstances  I  am  judicially  bound 
to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  Mr.  Harrison  has  mis- 
apprehended the  statement  made  to  him  by  the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  some  other  minor 
points  of  alleged  misrepresentations  were  urged,  which 
appear  to  have  arisen  from  the  different  sense  applied 
to  the  term,  '*  Profits  of  the  Concern,"  by  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  Defendants,  and  to  which  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  refer  more  particularly.  The  Plaintiff 
very  properly,  as  it  appears  to  me,  treated  the  extinc- 
tion of  Debt  as  Profit. 

The  Defendants  next  charge  the  Plaintiff  with  a 
concealment  of  a  transaction  of  his  Father,  in  which  he 
joined,  in  respect  to  the  moiety  of  a  Box  sold  by  his 
Father  to  the  late  Sir  Ed.  Antrobus.  It  appears  that 
this  Box  was  let,  for  alternate  weeks,  to  His  R.  H«  . 
the  Duke  of  Gloucester,  at  an  annual  Rent  of  210 /• 
In  the  month  of  September  1817  the  Plaintiff  and  his 
Father  assigned  the  other  moiety  of  this  Box,  to  the 
lata  Sir  Ed.  Antrobus,  for  a  sum  of  2,625  /.,  the  whole 
of  which  was  received  by  the  Father.  This  sale  was  not 
communicated  to  the  other  Proprietors  of  the  Tlieatre ; 
but  it  was  represented  to  them  that  the  moiety  of  the 
Box  was  let  to  Sir  E.  jintrobus,  for  a  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  at  the  same  annual  Rent  of  210/.  which 
was  paid  by  the  Duke  of  Gloucester ;  and,  during  the 
life  of  Mr.  Harris,  the  Father,  he  accounted  with  the 
other  Proprietors  for  this  Rent  of  210/.  as  if  paid  by 
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Sir  £•  Afitrobus.    Since  the  death  of  his  Father  the 
Plaintiff  has  in  like  manner  accoanted  with  the  other 
Proprietors  for  the  Rent  of  210/.  as  if  paid  by  Sir 
£.  Antrofnu:  and,  on  the  occasion  of  the  Agreement 
between  the  Haintiff  and  the  Defendants  for  the  Lease 
in  question,  the  Plaintiff  continued  to  represent  the  Box 
as  let  to  Sir  £.  Antrobus  at  this  Rent  of  sio  /. :  and  it 
was  a  part  of  his  Agreement  with  the  Defendants  that 
this  Rent,  together  with  certain  other  Rents  payable  to 
the  Proprietors  of  the  Theatre,  amounting  together  to 
1,360  /.  a  year,  should  be  received  by  the  Plaintiff  in 
the  manner  hereinbefore  stated.     Since  the  Agreement, 
the  Defendants  have  learnt  the  truth  of  the  case  from 
Sir  E.  Antrobus ;  and  they  now  insist  upon  this  transac- 
tion, as  a  reason  for  their  being  relieved  from  the 
Lease.    The  concealment  of  the  real  nature  of  this 
transaction    was    extremely    incorrect;     although    it 
was  the  same   thing  to  the  other  Proprietors  as  if 
the  Box  had  been  actually  let  to  Sir  E.  Antrobus  at 
the   aio/.  a  year.    Upon  referring  to  the  Table  of 
Annuities,  it  appears   that  an  Annuity  of  210  /.   for 
twenty-one  years,  computing  interest  at  five  per  cent. 
is  worth,  in  present  Money,  2,692  /.  ys.    Sir  E.  Antro- 
bus paid  only  2,625/.  2  s.,  so  that  Mr.  Harris,  the  Father, 
in  effect,  took  upon  himself  to  account,  with  the  other 
Proprietors,  for  an  Annuity  of  210/.  for  twenty-one 
years,  without  having  received  quite  the  full  value  for 
this  undertaking ;  and  his  half  of  the  property  of  the 
Theatre  was  as  good  a  security  to  the  other  Proprie- 
tors, as  if  Sir  £.  AjUrobus  had  undertaken  to  pay  the 
210/.  a  year.    It  was,  however,  the  duty  of  the  Father 
and  the  Plaintiff  to  have  disclosed  the  truth  to  the 
other  Proprietors,  and  to  have  given  them  an  option  of 
receiving,  either  their  proportions  of  the  2,625/.,  or 
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their  proportions  of  the  sio  /.  a  year ;  and^  if  the 
tiff  had  been  well  advised,  he  would  have  taken  Ae' 
occasion  of  his  treaty  with  the  Defendants  to  state  die 
actual  facts.  But  still  the  concealment  cannot  be  made 
to  bear  upon  the  validity  of  the  Agreement  for  the 
Lease.  The  Plaintiff  represented  the  Box  as  let  for 
210/.  a  year ;  and,  as  far  as  it  regards  the  Defendants,  it 
is  to  be  considered  as  let  at  that  sum,  the  Plaintiff 
being  bound  to  account  with^his  Co-proprietors  for  thai 
Rent :  and,  his  interest  in  the  Theatre  being  a  fiill  se- 
curity for  the  payment  of  it,  and  unless  the  Defendants 
can  show  that  their  interests  as  Lessees  are  prejudiced  by 
that  concealment,  it  must  be  indifferent  io  the  Defend- 
ants whether  the  210/.  a  year  is  accounted  for  by  the 
Plaintiff,  or  by  Sir  E.  Anttx^bus.  If  the  Defendants 
prefer  their  proportion  of  the  Price  to  their  proportion 
of  the  Rent,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Agreement  to  pre- 
judice that  question. 


The  Defendants  next  charge  that,  on  the  28th  of 
September  1820,  Mr.  Harris,  the  elder,  assigned  a 
rent  of  450/.  which  was  and  is  payable  for  Lady  Hol- 
lands Box,  to  Messrs.  Stevenson  4r  Co»  the  Bankers,  by 
way  of  security  for  a  sum  of  6,000/.  which  was  due 
from  the  Proprietors  of  the  Theatre,  and  for  a  fur- 
ther sum  of  4,940/.  which  was  due  from  himself,  indi- 
vidually ;  and  that  this  transaction  was  also  concealed 
from  them,  and  forms  another  reason  why  they  are 
entitled  to  be  relieved  from  the  Agreement  in  question. 
Upon  reference  to  the  books  of  Account  of  the  Thea- 
tre, there  appear  to  be  entries  which  manifest  that  this 
Rent  of  450  /.  was  paid  to  Messrs.  Stevenson  Sf  Co. ; 
and  if  the  Defendants  did  not  actually  know  the  reason 
why  it  was  paid,  they  had  thus  sufficient  notice  of  the 


The  Defendants,  in  their  Angwere,  made  another 
charge  with  respect  to  the  alleged  concealment  of  two 
fliWer  tickets  for  admission,  granted  by  Mr.  Harris,  the 
Father,  to  the  late  Mr.  Coutts.  It  appears,  upon  this 
evidence,  that,  during  the  whole  time  the  Defendants 
were  interested  in  the  Theatre,  persons  were  constantly 
admitted  with  these  tickets,  and  that  they  were  regu- 
larly entered  in  the  nightly  Accounts :  and  this  charge 
was  abandoned  at  the  Bar. 

The  result  of  my  opinion  upon  all  the  facts  of  the 
Case,  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree  for  a 
specific  performance  of  this  Agreement,  as  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants  Kemble,  Willett  and  Forbes  \ 
and  I  must  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  settle  a  proper  Deed, 
accordingly,  having  regard  to  the  circumstance  that  Mr^ 
CoJis/,  not  being  bound  by  the  Agreement,  his  interest 
cannot  be  affected  by  it :  and  the  Master  must  appoint 
a  new  Trustee  in  the  place  of  Mr.  Harrison.  The  De- 
fendant Trotter,  who  is  only  made  a  Party  in  his  cha-^ 
racter  of  Executor  of  Mr.  White,  was  not  a  necessary 
Party  to  this  Suit :  and  the  Bill  must  be  dismissed,  as 
against  him,  as  well  as  Mr.  Const,  with  Costs.     The 
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tfanaaction  to  put  persons  of  ordinary  prudence  upon  18^7. 

an  inquiry,  which  would  have  given  them  full  informa- 
tion ;  and  it  is  their  own  feult  if  they  failed  to  make 
that  inquiry.  With  respect  to  the  security  to  Messrs.  K£mble. 
Stevenson  Sf  Co.  extending  not  only  to  Xhe  Debt  due 
from  the  Theatre,*  but  to  a  private  Debt  of  Mr.  Harris, 
it  18  to  be  observed  that,  as  far  as  regards  Mr.  Harris's 
private  Debt,  it  can  affect  only  his  Share  of  the  Theatre, 
and  is  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had  given  a  security  for 
is  private  Debt  by  a  distinct  Deed. 
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Defendant  HarrisoH,  as  Trustee  under  the  intended 
Deed,  was  a  necessary  Party  to  this  Suit;  and  the 
Costs,  as  to  him,  must  be  governed  by  the  principle 
which  applies  to  the  general  Costs  of  the  Suit.  Let 
the  Defendant,  fformson's  Costs  be  taxed  and  paid  by 
the  Plaintiff;  and  let  the  Plaintiff's  Costs  also  be  taxe^ 
and,  together  with  the  Costs  to  be  paid  by  him  to  the 
Defendant  Harrison,  be  paid  by  the  Defendants  KemUe, 
Willett  and  Forbes:  and  let  an  account  be  taken  of 
what  has  accrued  due  firom  the  Defendants,  by  way 
of  Rent,  under  the  Agreement :  and  of  what,  since 
the  Agreement,  has  been  paid  by  the  Defendants  in 
respect  of  the  Debts  of  the  Theatre  pursuant  thereto ; 
and  reserve  the  consideration  of  further  Directions  and 
Costs  until  after  the  Master  shall  have  made  his  Report. 


\. 
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NEWDIGATE  v.  NEWDIGATE.  ^g^S. 

25th  November. 

"^ ' 

OlR  IZoger  Newdigate  devised  all  his  Estates  in  the  jfni. 

County   of  Warwick  to   the   Defendant,  for  his  life.      Construction. 

without  impeachment  of  Waste,  except  the  Timber  '^'' 

growing  in  the  Park,  Avenues,  Demesne  Lands  and      Teuant  for 

Woods    adjoining    to    the    Capital    Messuage   called  ^^j^  unimpeach- 

.  -  aDi6  01  « V  asce, 

Arbury.  except  in  the 

Park,  Demesne 

There  were  no  Woods  adjoining  to  the  Capital  Mes-  yf^Q^  adioin- 

euage ;  but  there  were  some  adjoining  the  Park,  and  ing  the  Capital 

one  about  290  yards  distant  from  it.    The  Defendant  Messuage,  there 

'  "^  being  no  Woods 

having  cut  Timber  in  these  Woods,  and  in  other  places  ^f  i\^^i  descrip- 

which  the  Plaintiffs,  who  were  the  Tenants  for  life  and  tion,  cannot  cut 

.   ••   .  .J  .J  •     1   J  J  •     xu     Timber  in  any  of 

m  tail  m  remamder,  conceived  were  included  in  the  ^^^  Woods  that 

exception,    the    Bill  was  filed    for  an  Injunction   to  are  either  an  or* 

restrain  him  from  cutting  down  Timber  Trees  growing  lament  or  shel- 

®  ®  J     ter  to  the  Mes- 

m  the  Park,  Avenues,  Demesne   Lands  and  Woods  suage. 
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1826.  adjoiniDg  to  the  Capital  Messuage,  and  Timber  Trees 

growing  upon  the  Estate,  which  had  been  planted  or 
were  growing  there  for  the  protection  or  shelter  or 
ornament  of  the  Mansion  House,  or  of  the  Grardens, 
Pleasure  Grounds  or  Buildings  thereunto  adjoining. 

Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Jemmett,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

As  there  are  no  Woods  that  exactly  answer  the 
description  in  the  Will,  the  only  way  to  construe  the 
exception  is,  to  say  that  it  relates  to  Timber  in  the 
Park,  the  Demesne  Lands,  and  in  all  the  Woods  which 
have  Avenues  in  them,  or  which  contribute  to  the  orna- 
ment or  protection  of  the  Park. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Finch,  for  the  Defendant : — 

The  only  construction  that  can  be  put  upon  the 
expression  ^*  Woods  adjoining  to  the  Capital  Mes- 
suage" is.  Woods  growing  in  the  Demesne  Lands. 
The  protection  of  the  Avenues  cannot  be  extended  to 
Woods  in  which  the  Avenues  are ;  for,  where  the  Tea- 
tator  means  to  protect  the  Woods,  he  mentions  them 
by  their  proper  name,  and  where  he  means  Avenues,  he 
calls  them  so. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

This  restriction  is  plainly  intended  for  the  protection 
of  the  residence  in  the  Testator's  Capital  Mansion  at 
Arbury,  and  it  extends,  in  terms,  not  only  to  Timber  in 
the  Park,  Avenues  and  Demesne  Lands,  but  to  Timber 
growing  in  Woods  adjoining  to  the  Mansion  House ; 
by  which  is  meant,  therefore,  some  Timber  which 
grows  neither  in  the  Park,  Avenues  or  Demesne  Lands. 
The  term  ''adjoining"  is  indeed  vague;  but  it  must 
receive  a  construction  from  the  apparent  purpose  of 
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the  Testator,  and  is  to  be  understood  of  Woods  so  18*26. 

adjoining  to  the  Mansion  House  as  to  contribute  to  its 
comfort  or  pleasure ;  and  in  that  sense  it  will  afford  the 
«ame  protection  to  the  Mansion  House  as  the  rules  of  j^^^^j  . -.„ 
a  Court  of  Equity  would  have  extended  to  it  if  the 
restriction  had  been  omitted ;  and  certainly  the  Testator 
did  not  mean  by  this  exception  to  enlarge  the  rights  of 
the  Tenant  for  life.  Declare,  therefore,  that  this  excep- 
tion extends  to  all  Woods  so  adjoining  to  the  Capital 
Messuage  of  Arbury,  as  to  serve  for  ornament  or  shelter 
to  it. 


RICHARDSON  v.  MILLER. 


4th  December. 


1  HIS  was  a  Suit,  by  Infants,  against  their  Father's         It^ant. 
Executor,  for  the  usual  Accounts.    TTie  next  Friend  of    "^^  ^"^^ 
the  Plaintiffs  was  a  Solicitor  wholly  unconnected  with      A  Suit  being 

the  family.    Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Barber,  for  the  De-  instituted  on  be- 

^  ^  ,  .  half  of  Infants 

fendant,  moved  that  the  next  Friend  might  be  restrained  by    a    Solicitor 

from  further  proceeding  in  the  Suit.  wholly  uncon- 

nected with  the 
family,  it  was, 
Mr.  Wakefield,  contrd,  said  that  any  one  might,  by  on  the  motion  of 

the  practice  of  the  Court,  institute  a  Suit  on  behalf  of  ^^f   Defendant, 
■^  '  referred  to  the 

Infants.  Master  to  in- 

quire  whether  it 

The  Vice-Chancellor  retenei  it  to  the  Master  to  in-  infanta*   benefit 
-quire  whether  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant  that  the  Suit 
Plaintiffs  that  this  Suit  should  be  prosecuted  :  the  De-  ^^^^  Ae^'^- 

fendant,  the  Executor,  undertaking,  by  his  Counsel,  to  fendant  under- 
taking to  render 
to  the  Master  the  Accounts  prayed  for  by  the  BilL 

L  2 
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1826.  render  to  the  Matter,  opoo  his  affidavit,  an  aooomt  of 

'        '        '  the  Testatoi's  Assets,  and  of  the  balance  in  reipeot 

RiCHAUsos  theieof  in  the  Defendant's  hands;  and  the  MmOer  to 

. ,     *  be  at  liberty  to  state  any  ciicunutances  specially  to  ike 


Court. 


19th  Derember.  HAGGETT  r.  WELSH. 

Qmiempi.  J  jj  ^^  Cause  an  Order  had  been  made,  by  coos^it,  le- 
ferring  the  Cause  to  Arbitration ;  but  there  was  no  agrecr 

Although  a  ment  in  the  Order  that  the  Submission  should  be  made  a 
tHtratioo  ismade  "^^  of  any  Court,  nor  that  the  Award  should  be  msMle 
ooderan  Order  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  Pending  the  reference, 

of  the  Court,      ^^^  ^f  ^^  Defendants  gave  notice  to  the  Arbitiator  diat 

enoer  rar^  ° 

may  revoke  the  be  revoked  his  authority ;  but  the  Arbitrator  proceeded, 

authority  of  the  and  made  his  Award.  The  other  Defendant,  in  whose 
fore  the  Award  ^▼our  the  Award  was  made,  now  moved  that  the  Awaid 
is  made ;  bat  it  might  be  made  a  rule  of  this  Court,  and  that  the  Court 
lemnt'^  iodb'     ^^^^  direct  the  payment  of  the  Sum  awarded  to  him. 

The  Plaintiff  made  a  Cross-motion  that  he  might  be 
at  liberty  to  proceed  with  his  Cause,  considering  the 
Award  as  a  nullity,  by  reason  of  the  revocation  of  the 
authority  of  the  Arbitrator  by  one  of  the  parties. 

Mr.  Beames  supported  the  original  Motion. 

Mr*  Pq^ys  supported  the  Cross-motion,  and  cited 
Vynim^B  Case  {a),  Barker  v.  Lees(fi),  Hide  v.  Petit  (c), 

(a)  8  Co.  81.  (6)  a  Keb.  64. 

^c)  1  Ch.  Ca.  185 ;  a  Freem.  133 ;  1  Eq.  Ab.  49. 
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Marsh  v.  Bulteelid),  Milne  v.  Gratrix(e),  King  v. 
Jaseph(f)j  Harcourt  v.  Ramsbottom{g\  and  Clapham 
V.  Higham{h). 

.  Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Campbell  opposed  the  original 
Motion,  and  cited  Doe  v.  Brown(i), 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

Where  an  Order  of  reference  is  made  by  any  Court, 
it  is  not  necessary,  to  give  the  Court  authority  with 
respect  to  the  Award,  either  that  the  Submission  should 
be  made  a  rule  of  Court,  or  that  the  Award  should  be 
made  a  rule  of  Court.  It  is  a  necessary  part  of  the 
agreement  that  the  Submission  should  be  made  a  rule 
of  Court,  where  the  reference  is  under  the  Statute,  or 
where  the  reference  is  made  at  Nisi  Priiis,  or  by  a 
Judge's  Order.  But,  where  the  reference  is  made  under 
the  Order  of  any  Court,  there,  ipso  facto,  disobedience 
to  the  Award  incurs  a  contempt  of  that  Court,  and  the 
Court  will  lend  its  aid  to  enforce  the  Award.  The  first 
part  of  the  Defendant's  Motion  is  therefore  superfluous  . 
and  I  cannot  act  upon  the  second  part,  being  of  opinion 
that,  notwithstanding  the  reference  is  made  under  an 
Order  of  Court,  the  authority  of  the  Arbitrator  may 
at  any  time  before  the  Award  is  made,  be  revoked  by 
either  of  the  Parties,  and  that  the  Arbitrator  had, 
consequently,  in  this  case,  no  power  to  make  any 
Award.  It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  this  refer- 
ence, taking  place  under  an  Order  of  the  Court,  the 
revocation  of  the  authority  of  the  Arbitrator  is  a  high 
contempt  of  the  Court ;  and,  when  a  proper  application 
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(c)  7  East,  608. 
(A)  1  Bing.  87. 
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is  made,  will  be  dealt  with  accordingly.  The  Motion  of 
the  Plaintiff  is  misconceived.  This  Cause  is  gone  out 
of  the  Paper ;  and,  in  order  to  be  heard,  must  be  again 
set  down,  and  his  proper  application  will  be,  that  he 
may  be  at  liberty  again  to  set  down  his  Cause,  which, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  Registrar,  I  apprehend, 
will  not  permit  without  the  special  Order  of  the  Court. 


1827. 
17th  January. 

Pariitum. 

Exceptions, 

Practkem 


Exceptioiiswill 
not  lie  to  the  Re- 
turn of  Commis- 
sioners in  a  Suit 
for  Partition,  on 
the  groand  of  in- 
equality of  value 
in  the  Lots.    In 
all  cases  of  im- 
proper conduct 
in  the  Commis- 
sioners,  a  Mo- 
tion must  be 
made  to  sup- 
press the  Re- 
turn. 


JONES  V.  TOTTY. 

IN  this  Case  Exceptions  were  taken  to  a  Return  made 
by  the  Conunissioners  under  a  Decree  for  Partition,  on 
the  ground  of  unequal  value  in  the  three  Allotments 
made  by  them.  The  three  Tenants  in  common  had 
taken  by  Lot ;  but  it  was  alleged,  by  the  Exceptant, 
that  management  had  been  used,  by  the  Commissioners, 
in  the  drawing  of  the  Lots,  so  as  to  throw  upon  him 
the  Lot  which  was  of  inferior  value ;  and  a  Motion  to 
suppress  the  Return  on  that  account,  now  came  on  to 
be  heard  with  the  Exceptions. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Daniel,  in  support  of  the  Excep- 
tions, cited  Watson  v.  Duke  of  Northumberland  (a). 

Mr.  Heald,  Mr.  Home,  Mr.  Rose,  and  Mr.  Smith, 
appeared  in  support  of  the  Return. 

The  Vice-Chancellor,  referring  to  the  Case  of  Corbet 
V.  Davenant  (b),  ruled  that  Exceptions  would  not  lie  to 


(a)  11  Ves,  J  53. 


(b)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  252. 
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such  a  Return ;  and  that  the  Motion  to  suppress  the 
Return  was  the  proper  course.  Upon  the  Motion,  the 
Vice-chancellor  observed  that  the  charge  of  manage- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  Commissioners  wholly  failed, 
and  that,  with  respect  to  comparative  value,  all  that 
could  be  stated  was,  that  there  were  conflicting  opinions 
by  different  Surveyors ;  and,  considering  that  the  three 
Commissioners  here  were  named  by  the  three  different 
Parties,  and  were,  therefore,  judges  of  their  own  choice, 
the  principles  which  applied  to  Arbitrators  were  pro- 
perly applicable  to  them ;  and,  for  that  reason,  he  should 
have  hesitated  to  suppress  the  Return,  even  if  he  had 
been  satisfied  that  the  Conmiissioners  had  erred  in  their 
judgment  as  to  value. 

Motion  refused,  with  Costs. 


i8a7. 


COURTNEY  V.  FERRERS. 


33d  February. 


ranee. 
Bonus. 


UY  an   Indenture,  dated    the    23d   of  April    1787,     Construction. 
after  reciting  that  the  Rev.  E.  Ferrers  had  effected  an  Policy  of  Assw 
Assurance  on  his  Life,  for  3,000  /.,  in  The  Equitable 
Assurance  Office,   that    gentleman  assigned,  to  Sir 

NoiA  Grose  and  Georee  Rose,  esq.  the  Policy  of  Assur-  ,         *^ohcy  of 

o  »      ^  J  Insurance  for 

3,000  /.  on  A,'b 

Life  was  assigned  to  Trustees,  and,  by  a  Deed  of  even  date,  Trusts  were 

declared  of  it  by  the  description  of  '*  the  sum  of  3,000/.  for  which  A»'b 

Life  was  insured,''  and  power  was  given  to  B,  to  dispose  of  it  by  Will. 

£.,  after  reciting  the  Settlement, bequeathed  1,000/.,  part  of  the  sum  of 

3,000  /.,  to  ^.,  and  the  remaining  sum  of  3, 000  /.  to  C.     At  A,*s  death, 

9,000  /.  was  received  under  the  Pohcy :  Held  that  the  whole  fruits  of 

the  Policy  were  subject  to  the  Trusts  of  the  Settlement,  and  passed  by 

the  Bequests  to  A.  and  C.  in  proportion  to  their  Legacies. 

L4 
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ance,  and  all  sums  of  Money,  Benefits  and  Advantages 
to  arise,  accrue  or  become  due  or  payable  upon  or  by 
virtue  of  it,  in  any  manner  howsoever. 

By  the  Settlement  on  the '  Marriage  of  Mr.  Ferrers 
with  Miss  C.  M,  Youngs  bearing  even  date  with  the 
Assignment,  after  reciting  a  Lease,  granted  in  1786,  by 
the  Bishop  of  Ferns,  to  Miss  Young,  of  certain  Here- 
ditaments in  the  County  of  fVexfard,  for  twenty-one 
years;  that  Miss  Young  had  transferred  a,ioo/.,  part 
of  a  sum  of  3,800/.,  Three  per  Cent  Consols,  ta  Sir 
N.  Grose  and  G.  Rose ;  that  under  the  Trusts  of  certain 
Indentures,  2/)Oo/.  was  to  be  raised  and  paid  to  suek 
persons  as  Mr.  Ferrers  should,  by  his  Will,  appoint, 
and,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  his  Executors  or 
Administrators;  that,  upon  the  treaty  for  the  Marriage, 
it  had  been  agreed  that  the  2,100/.  Consols  should 
remain  vested  in,  and  the  Lease  be  assigned  to  Sir 
N.  Grose  and  G.  Rose,  upon  the  Trusts  after  mentioned; 
that  Mr.  Ferrers  had  lately  made  an  Insurance  on  bis 
Life,  in  The  Equitable  Assurance  Office,  for  3,000 /.» 
which  he  had  assigned  to  the  same  persons,  and  was 
to  be  paid  to  them  upon  the  Trusts  after  mentioned, 
and  which  sum  of  3,000  /.,  together  with  the  a,ooo  /L, 
should  be  received  and  disposed  of  by  them  in  the 
manner  after  expressed;  Miss  Yow^  assigned  the 
Leasehold  Premises  to  Sir  N.  Grose  and  G.  Rose„  for 
the  remainder  of  the  term  of  twenty-one  years :  And  it 
was  declared  that  the  2,100/.  Consols  and  the  Lease- 
hold Premises  were  transferred  and  assigned  to  them 
upon  trust,  during  the  joint  lives  of  Mr.  Ferrers  and 
Miss  Young,  out  of  the  Rents  and  Dividends,  to  pay 
to  Miss  Young  the  yearly  sum  of  100  /.  for  her  separate 
use,   and,  in  case  of  Mr.  Ferrers  omitting  to  do  it. 
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according  to  his  Covenant  therein  coutained  (a),  to 
keep  insured,  at  the  Equitable  or  some  other  Insurance 
Office,  the  sum  of  3,000/.  upon  Mr.  Ferrers*s  life,  and 
to  renew  the  Leases  of  the  Leasehold  Premises  when 
they  thought  proper,  and  to  pay  the  rest  of  the  Rents 
and  Dividends  to  Mr.  Ferrers  for  his  life,  and,  after  his 
decease,  to  Miss  Young  for  her  life,  and,  after  the 
decease  of  the  Survivor,  in  trust  for  the  Children  of 
the  Marriage,  as  Mr.  Ferrers  and  Miss  Yout^,  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  should  appoint :  And  it  was  declared 
that,  after  the  decease  of  Mr.  Ferrers,  the  Trustees 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  3,000  /.  upon  the  Trusts 
before  expressed  concerning  the  Leasehold  Premises 
and  the  2,100  /.  Consols ;  and  Mr.  Ferrers  covenanted 
with  the  Trustees  to  appoint,  by  his  Will,  the  2,000/. 
to  be  paid  to  the  Trustees  upon  the  same  Trusts. 
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Mrs.  Ferrers  afterwards  died,  leaving  one  Daughter 
only.  The  Daughter  attained  twenty-one  on  the 
24th  October  1809 ;  and  in  the  November  following, 
Mr.  Ferrers  released  to  her  his  Life  Interest  in  the 
2,100/.  Consols. 

By  the  Settlement  on  the  Marriage  of  the  Plaintiff 
with  Miss  Ferrers,  dated  the  23d  of  January  1810,  after 
fully  reciting  the  former  Settlement,  and  that  it  had 
been  agreed  that  Mr.  Ferrers  should,  in  exercise  of  the 
power  given  to  him  by  the  Settlement  of  the  23d  of 
April  1787,  appoint  the  Leasehold  Premises,  and  the 
2,000/.  and  3,000/.  to  his  Daughter,  to  become  imme- 
diately interests  vested  in  her;  but,  as  to  the  Leasehdd 


(a)  On  referring  to  the  Settlement,  it  appeared  that  no  such 
Covenant  was  contained  in  it. 
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1827.  Premises^  to  be  subject  to  his  Life  Interest  in  the  sama: 

and  that  the  Leasehold  Preouses  and  the  2,000/.  and 
tifiOoL  should  be  settled  upon  the  Trusts  thereinafter 
Feksers.      expi^ased ;  and  that  the  sum  of  1,000/.  should  be  raised 

and  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  for  his  own  use  out  of  the  2^100/. 
Consols,  and  that  the  remainder  should  be  retained  by 
Miss  Ferrers  for  her  separate  use :  Mr.  Ferrers  appointed 
the  Leasehold  Premises  (subject  to  his  Life  Interest 
therein),  and  the  s,ooo  /.  and  3,000  L,  to  his  Daughter, 
her  Executors,  Administrators  and  Assigns ;  and  Miss 
Ferrers  assigned  to  the  Trustees  of  her  Settlement  the 
2,000/.,  and  all  that  the  sum  of  3,000/.  assured  by  the 
before-mentioned  Instrument  or  Policy  of  Assurance,  to 
be  paid  to  the  said  Sir  Nash  Grose  and  George  I2ose, 
their  Executors,  Administrators  and  Assigns,  upon  the 
decease  of  die  said  Edmund  Ferrers,  as  thereinbefore  was 
mentioned ;  and  also  all  that  the  Covenant  and  Agree- 
ment entered  into,  by  the  said  Edmund  Ferrers,  in  the 
said  Indenture  of  the  23d  day  of  April  1787,  for  paying 
the  premiums  and  other  expenses  attending  the  said 
Insurance,  and  the  full  benefit  and  advantage  of  the 
said  Covenant  and  Agreement,  and  all  the  Right,  Title, 
Interest,  Property, Possibility,  Claim  and  Demand  what* 
soever,  of  her  the  said  Caroline  Mary  Ferrers,  in,  to  and 
upon  the  same  Premises ;  To  hold  the  said  sums  of 
2,000 /•  and  3,000/.,  and  all  the  said  Covenants  and 
Agreements,  and  all  and  singular  other  the  Premises  lastly 
thereby  assigned,  unto  the  Trustees  upon  the  Trusts 
thereinafter  declared  :  and  she  appointed  the  same  Trus- 
tees to  be  her  Attornies,  to  demand  and  receive  the  said 
sums  of  2,000/.  and  3,000/.;  and  it  was  thereby  de- 
clared that  the  Trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  the 
2,000  /.  and  3,000  /.  upon  trust,  to  lay  out  and  invest 
the  same  upon  Government  or  real  Securities,  and  pay 
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the  Interest  and  Dividends  of  those  Securities,  and  the 
Rents  of  the  Leasehold  Premises,  after  Mr.  Fener^s  de- 
cease,  to  the  Plaintiff  for  his  life,  and,  after  his  decease, 
to  Miss  Ferrers  for  her  life,  and,  after  the  decease  of  the 
Survivor,  to  the  Children  of  the  Marriage,  as  therein 
mentioned ;  and  if  there  should  be  no  such  Child,  and 
Miss  Ferrers  should  die  in  the  life-time  of  the  Plaintiff 
then  in  trust  to  assign  the  Trust  Premises  to  such 
persons  as  Miss  Ferrers  should,  by  Will,appoint,  and  in 
default  of  such  appointment,  in  trust  for  her  next  of 
Kin  at  her  decease,  under  the  Statute  of  Distribution, 
as  if  she  had  died  unmarried ;  and  the  Trustees  were 
thereby  empowered  to  sell  the  Leasehold  Premises,  and 
to  lay  out  the  Money  arising  from  such  sale  upon  Govern- 
ment or  real  Securities,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  those 
Securities  upon  the  same  Trusts  as  were  thereinbefore 
expressed  concerning  the  2,000/.  and  3,000/. 
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Mrs.Cott9tn^,by  her  Will,  dated  the  23d  of  July  1810, 
and  which  was  expressed  to  be  made  in  exercise  of  the 
power  given  to  her  by  her  Settlement,  gave  the  Lease- 
holds, (subject  to  her  Father's  Life  Interest  therein), 
and  the  2,000  /.,  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  then  proceeded  as 
follows : 


**  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  said  Father,  to  be  dis- 
posed of  by  Deed  or  Will  as  he  shall  think  fit,  the  sum 
of  1 ,000  /.,  part  of  the  sum  of  3,000  /.,  which  by  the  said 
Indenture  of  Settlement,  made  on  my  said  Marriage,  my 
said  Father  covenants  to  keep  insured  on  his  life,  and 
which  is  subject  to  the  Trusts  of  the  said  Settiement. 
The  remaining  sum  of  2,000/.  I  give  and  bequeath 
equally  between  my  two  Uncles  Thomas  Ferrers,  esq. 
and  the  Rev.  John  Ferrers ;  and,  in  case  of  the  death  of 
both  or  either  of  my  said  Uncles  in  my  life-time,  leaving 
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any  Child  or  Children  them  or  him  surviving,  then  I 
give  and  bequeath  the  shares  or  share  of  them  or  him 
80  dying  unto  and  equally  between  their  or  his  respective 
Child  or  Children.  And  as  to  all  the  rest  and  residue 
of  my  Property  over  which  I  have  any  power  of  dispo- 
sition, I  give  and  bequeath  the  same  unto  my  said 
Husband ;  and  1  appoint  him  sole  Executor  of  this  my 
last  WiU." 

Mrs.  Cotirtney  died  in  iSii,  without  issue.  Mr. 
Ferrers  died  in  1825.  His  Brothers  Thomas  and  John 
were  his  personal  Representatives. 

Owing  to  the  additions  which,  according  to  the 
practice  of  The  Equitable  Assurance  Office,  had  been 
made,  from  time  to  time,  to  the  Sum  insured,  upwards  of 
9,000 /.  was  received  under  the  Policy  upon  Mr.  Ferrers^s 
decease. 

The  question  in  the  Cause  was.  Whether  the  whole  of 
the  Sum  received  under  the  Policy,  or  only  the  3,000  /., 
was  subject  to  the  Trusts  of  the  Settlement,  and  passed 
by  the  Bequests  to  the  Testatrix's  Father  and  Uncles? 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Bickersteth,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  by  the  Assignment,  the 
Policy,  and  all  Sums  to  be  recovered  under  it,  were 
vested  in  the  Trustees.  It  is  impossible  to  use  stronger 
words  for  that  purpose  than  those  contained  in  that 
instrument.  The  whole  fruits  of  the  Policy  must,  there- 
fore^ be  held  to  be  included  in  the  first  Settlement.  If 
Mr.  Ferrers  ever  thought  he  was  entitled  to  any  additions 
that  had  been  or  might  be  made  to  the  Sum  insured,  he 
ought  to  have  asserted  his  right  before  he  executed  the 
second  Settlement ;  but  he  never  made  any  such  claim  : 
and^  as  the  whole  Fund  passed  by  the  description  of 
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3,000  /.  in  the  former  Settlement,  it  must  be  held  to 
pass  by  that  description  in  the  latter.  Mrs.  Courtney f 
therefore,  had  power  to  dispose  by  Will  of  the  whole 
Sum  which  might  be  payable  under  the  Policy.  But  it 
cannot  be  contended  that  her  Uncles,  under  the  Bequest 
to  them  of  the  remaining  sum  of  2,000 /.,  are  entitled 
to  the  residue  of  the  Fund;  for,  in  that  case,  there 
would  be  nothing  upon  which  the  residuary  Bequest 
could  operate,  as  she  had  no  Residue,  except  the  sur- 
plus of  the  Monies  payable  upon  the  Policy. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Loraine,  for  the  Defendants 
TAonuu  and  John  Ferrers : — 

The  Trustees  were  not  bound,  by  the  Settlement,  to 
insure  Mr.  Ferrers*s  life  in  The  Equitable  Insurance 
Office,  but  were  at  liberty  to  insure  it  in  any  other 
Office.  This  is  material,  for  in  some  of  the  Offices  no 
Bonuses  are  given.  Throughout  the  whole  of  each  of 
the  Settlements  nothing  is  mentioned  but  the  sum 
of  3,000/.  None  of  the  parties  seems  to  have  supposed 
that  any  addition  would  ever  be  made  to  the  Sum 
insured.  In  the  interval  between  the  two  Settlements 
considerable  additions  had  been  made  to  it ;  but  it  is 
not  the  Sum  to  be  recovered  under  the  Policy,  but  the 
3,000  /.,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  second  as  well  as 
of  the  first  Settlement.  The  circumstance  of  the  3,000/., 
which  could  neither  be  increased  nor  diminished,  being 
coupled  with  and  put  on  the  same  footing  as  the 
3,000/.,  fiimishes  an  additional  argument  in  favour  of 
the  Defendants.  If  then  the  Trusts  are  declared  of 
3,000/.  only,  the  remainder  of  the  Fund  must  be 
a  resulting  Trust  for  the  personal  Representative  of 
Mr.  Ferrers.    Norris  v.  Harrison  (6). 
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Shonid,  however,  the  Court  be  of  opinion  that  the 
3,000/.  represented  the  whole  Fund,  then  Mrs.  Courtney 
had  power,  under  her  Settlement,  to  dispose  of  all  the 
Monies  to  be  received  under  the  Policy,  and  the 
Defendants  will  be  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  Monies 
subject  to  the  Plaintiff's  life  Interest.  The  Plaintiff  is 
estopped  from  denying  this ;  for  if  he  says  that  the 
whole  Fund  passed  in  the  Settlement  by  the  description 
of  3,000/.,  he  cannot  contend  that  it  did  not  pass  by 
the  same  description  in  the  Will.  According  to  the 
Argument  for  the  Plaintiff,  if  Mrs.  Courtney  had  be- 
queathed the  whole  3,000/.  to  her  Uncles,  the  whole 
Fund  would  have  passed ;  the  consequence  is  the  same 
when  it  is  disposed  of  in  distinct  Sums. 


If  Mrs.  Courtney  had  meant  to  give  to  her  Father 
the  whole  of  the  Fund  except  the  3,000  /.,  which  she 
had  bequeathed  to  her  Uncles,  she  would  not  have  given 
him  the  1,000/.  expressly,  but  would  have  given  the 
3,000  /.  to  her  Uncles,  and  the  remainder  to  her  Father. 

Admitting  that  there  was  no  Residue  for  the.  Will  to 
operate  upon  except  the  surplus  Monies  payable  on  the 
Policy,  the  residuary  Bequest  could  not  have  the  effect 
of  cutting  down  a  prior  Gift. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  Defendants,  in  their  character  of  personal  Repre- 
sentatives of  the  Father,  can  have  no  title  to  any  part 
of  the  Money  recovered  from  The  Equitable  Assur- 
ance Office.  AU  benefit  of  the  Policy  was  assigned 
to  the  Trustees  upon  the  Trusts  expressed  in  the  Settle- 
ment, which  bore  even  date  with  the  Assignment :  and, 
according  to  the  Trusts  expressed  in  the  Settlement, 
the  only  Child  of  the  marriage  became  absolutely  enti- 
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tied  to  all  Monies  which   should,  by   virtue  of  the 
Policy,  be  received  from  the  Insurance  Office,  subject 
only  to  the  Father's  Life  Interest.    When  the  second 
Settlement  was  made  in  contemplation  of  the  Daugh- 
ter's Marriage,  it  had  not  occurred  to  the  Parties  that, 
according  to  the  rules  of  The  Equitable   Assurance 
Office,  a  much  larger  sum  would  be  payable  under  the 
Policy  than  the  original  sum  insured,  and,  in  treating, 
therefore,  of  the  Daughter's  interest  under  the  Father's 
Settlement,  they  describe  it  as  a  sum  of  3,000/.    But 
it  is  plain,  whatever  was  the  language  used,  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  Parties  to  comprise,  in  the  Daugh- 
ter's Settlement,  her  whole  interest  under  the  Policy 
of  Assurance;  and  the  effect  must  be  the  same  as  if 
more  correct  terms  of  description  had  been  used  in  the 
Settlement.    As  the  sum  of  3,000  /.  was  mentioned  in 
the  Settlement  as  descriptive  of  the  Daughter's  interest 
in  the  Policy  of  Assurance,  so  the  Daughter  uses  the 
same  term,  as  descriptive  of  the  same  interest,  in  her 
Will ;  and,  when  she  divides  that  interest  into  thirds 
by  the  Oift  of  three  equal  sums  of  1,000  Z.  each,  the 
words  will  pass  to  each  Legatee  an  equal  third  of 
the  whole  benefit  of  the  PoUcy.    The  Defendants,  the 
Uncles,  will,*  therefore,  take  the  whole  sum  of  9,270/. 
subject  to  the  Plaintiff's  life  Interest :  they  take  each 
one  third  as  the  immediate  Legatees  of  the  Daughter, 
and  the  other  third  they  take  as  personal  Representatives 
of  the  Father,  who  was  the  other  Legatee. 
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Rent  until  the 
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LEEDS  V.  CHEETHAM. 

By  Indenture,   dated  the  a5th  of  March  1820,  the 
Defendant  demised  to  the  Plaintiff  a  Cotton  Factory 
together  with  the  Steam  Boiler,  Steam  Engine,  Steam 
Pipes  and  Gearing  thereunto  belonging,  for  Twenty-one 
Years,  at  the  yearly  Rent  of  103/.  35.  6cl. :  the  Plaintiff 
covenanted  to  pay  the  Rent  during  the  term,  and  to  re- 
pair and  keep  repaired  the  inside  of  the  Cotton  Fac- 
tory, and  the  Out-buildings  and  Offices  thereto  be- 
longing, together  with   all   Fixtures,  Buildings,  Im- 
provements and  Additions  then  or  at  any  time  during 
the  continuance  of  the  term  erected  or  to  be  erected 
upon  the  Premises,  and  also  the  Steam  Boiler,  Steam 
Engine,  Steam  Pipes  and  Gearing,  and  all  the  Apparatus 
thereto  belonging,  so  long  as  the  same  would  last  or 
could  be  rendered  workable  by  repair.    But  when  the 
same  or  any  part  thereof  were  quite  worn  out  by  long 
use,  and  were  no  longer  workable,  the  Defendant  was 
to  replace  them  with  new  ones  at  his  own  expense,  during 
the  last  fourteen  years  of  the  term  :  and  the  Defendant 
covenanted  to  maintain  the  outside  Brick-work,  Plas-- 
tering,  Slating,  Tiling,  and  all  other  outer  parts  of  the 
Premises,  in  good,  substantial  and  tenantable  repair,  and 
at  his  expense  during  the  last  fourteen  years  of  the  term  to 
replace  or  cause  to  be  replaced  the  Steam  Boiler,  Steam 
Engine,  Pipes  and  Gearing,  and  the  Apparatus  there- 
unto respectively  belonging,  with  good  and  substantial 
new  ones  of  the  same  size  and  description,  when  and 
as  they  should  respectively  become  incapable  of  further 
use  by  long  service,  and  could  be  no  longer  rendered 
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workable.  There  was  no  exception,  in  respect  of  acci- 
dents by  Fire,  either  in  the  covenant  for  payment  of  the 
Rent^  or  in  the  covenant  to  repair. 

On  the  22d  of  June  1825,  the  Factory,  Buildings  aixd 
Premises  were  destroyed  by  Fire. 

After  the  Lease  was  granted,  the  Defendant  insured 
the  Factory  and  Buildings  for  500 1.,  the  Steam  Engine 
for  100/.,  the  Engine  House  for  60/.  and  the  Gearing 
for  40/. ;  so  that  the  total  amount  of  the  sums  insured 
was  700  /. :  and,  shortly  after  the  Fire,  he  received  that 
sum  from  the  Insurance  Office. 
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The  Bill  alleged  that  the  700/.,  together  with  the 
old  Materials,  which  were  of  the  value  of  350/.,  were 
more  than  sufficient  to  rebuild  and  reinstate  the  Fac- 
tory, Buildings,  Steam  Boiler,  Steam  Engine,  Pipes, 
Gearing  and  Premises  :  that  the  Plaintiff  was  desirous 
that  they  should  be  rebuilt  and  restored ;  and  that  he 
was  advised  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  the  700/.  ap- 
plied for  that  purpose  ;  but  that  the  Defendant  refused 
so  to  apply  that  sum,  and  that  the  Repairs  he  had  done 
to  the  outside  were  colourable  only,  and  so  ineffectual 
that  the  Walls  would  not  support  the  Machinery :  that 
nevertheless  he  insisted  on  payment,  by  the  Plaintiff, 
of  the  whole  of  the  Rent,  and  had  commenced  an  Ac- 
tion against  the  Plaintiff  for  a  Year's  Rent,  ending  on 
the  24th  of  June  1826.  The  Bill  prayed  that  it  might 
be  declared  that  the  Defendant  was  bo\ind  to  lay  out 
and  apply  the  700/.,  or  a  competent  part  thereof, 
together  with  the  old  Materials,  in  and  towards  the 
rebuilding  and  reinstating  of  the  Factory,  Buildings 
and  Premises,  the  St^am  Boiler,  Steam  Engin^,  Pipes 
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1827.  s^d  Gearing  thereof;  and  that  he  might  be  decreed 

'        ^  forthwith  to  lay  out  and  apply  the  same  accordingly, 

Leeds  ^q  Plaintiff  offering  to  make  good,  out  of  his  own 
monies,  what  the  700  /.  and  the  old  Materials  should  be 
insufficient  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  to  such  extent  as 
he  should  be  deemed  liable  thereto  ;  and  that  it  might 
also  be  declared  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  bound  to 
pay  the  Rent  during  such  time  as  the  Factory  and 
Premises,  and  Steam  Boiler,  Steam  Engine  and  other 
Machinery  should  continue  unbuilt  and  unrestored; 
and  that  he  might  be  discharged  therefrom  accordingly; 
and  that,  in  the  mean  time,  the  Defendant  might  be 
restrained  from  further  proceeding  in  the  Action. 

The  Defendant  demurred  to  the  Bill,  for  want  of 
Equity. 

Mr.  Spence,  in  support  of  the  Bill,  relied  upon  Brown 
V.  Quilier  (a).  He  also  referred  to  the  Comments,  made 
upon  that  Case,  by  Macdonald,  C.  B.  in  Hart  y. 
Groves  (i),  and  to  Hdtzapffel  v.  Baker  (c) ;  and  said 
that  the  consequence  of  refusing  the  relief  sought  by 
the  Bill  would  be,  that  as  often  as  the  Defendant 
brought  an  Action  against  the  Plaintiff  for  the  Rent, 
the  Plaintiff  would  bring  a  Cross  Action  against  the 
Defendant  for  not  repairing  the  outside  of  the  Build- 
ings, which  Lord  Northington,  C.  said  would  be  very 
vexatious  and  endless,  and  introduce  a  kind  of 
Equity  (cQ. 

Mr.  Cooper,  in  support  of  the  Demurrer,  said  that  if 
the  Equity  contended  for  were  to  prevail,  it  would 

(a)  Amb.  619.  (b)  3  Anst  687. 

{c)  18  Yes.  115.  (d)  Amb.  621. 
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encourage  Tenants  to  let  their  Buildings  get  out  of 
repair^  and  then  to  set  fire  to  them :  that^  if  part  only 
of  the  Premises  were  destroyed  by  Fire,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  determine  what  part  of  the  Rent  ought  Pheetham 
to  be  deducted  until  they  were  repaired  :  and  he  cited 
Hare  v.  Groves  and  Holtzapffel  v.  Baker,  and  parti- 
cularly the  following  passage  in  the  Argument  for  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  last  Case :  **  As  to  the  distinction 
where  the  Landlord  insured  and  received  the  value,  it 
is  extremely  difficult  to  conceive  how  that  distinct 
Contract,  merely  for  the  advantage  of  the  Lessor,  with 
which  the  Lessee  has  no  concern,  can  affect  the  Right 
as  between  them." 

The  Vice-'Chancellor,  after  stating  the  substance 
of  the  Bill,  proceeded  as  follows  : — 

To  this  Bill  the  Defendant  has  put  in  a  general 
Demurrer ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  there  is  any 
ground  of  Equity  to  support  the  Bill.  There  being  in 
the  Lease  no  exception  as  to  the  case  of  accident  by 
Fire,  the  Plaintiff  at  Law  continues  bound  to  pay  his 
Rent ;  he  continues  bound  also,  by  his  Covenant,  to 
keep  in  repair  the  inside  Work  of  the  Factory,  the 
Steam  Engine,  and  the  other  Apparatus,  and  all  the 
Out-buildings  and  Fixtures  which  were  on  the  Pre- 
mises. On  the  other  hand,  the  Defendant,  for  want  of 
the  exception  as  to  accident  by  Fire,  continues  bound 
by  his  Covenant  to  repair  the  outer  part  of  the  Build- 
ings, and  also  by  his  Covenant  to  replace  the  Steam 
Boiler  and  other  Apparatus  during  the  last  fourteen 
years  of  the  term ;  and  when,  from  long  use,  they  are 
no  longer  workable,  under  these  Covenants,  the  De- 
fendant is  bound  to  rebuild  the  Factory,  and  to  cover 
in  the  same  with  proper  Roofing  and  Slating  or  Tiling ; 
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i8a6.  «tnd  the  Plaintiff  is  bound  to  rebuild  the  Out-buildiogs^ 

'        "^    "^      and  to  do  all  necessary  Works  to  complete  the  inside 
Leeds  Work  of  the  Factory  when  it  is  built  and  covered  in 

by  the  Defendant.  And  clearly,  at  Law,  the  Plaintiff^ 
having  covenanted  to  pay  his  Rent  during  the  whole 
continuance  of  the  Lease,  is  not  entitled  to  any  suspen^ 
sion  of  the  Rent  during  the  time  that  will  be  occupied 
in  the  rebuilding  and  restoration  of  the  Premises. 

It  appears  to  me  that,  in  this  respect,  Equity  must 
follow  the  Law.  'The  Plaintiff  might  have  provided  io 
the  Lease  for  a  suspension  of  the  Rent  in  the  case  of 
accident  by  Fire ;  but,  not  having  done  so,  a  Court 
of  Equity  cannot  supply  that  provision  which  he  has 
omitted  to  make  for  himself;  and  it  must  be  intended 
that  the  purpose  of  the  Parties  was  according  to  the 
legal  effect  of  the  Contract.  With  respect  to  the 
Equity  which  the  Plaintiff  alleges  to  arise  from  the  De- 
fendant's receipt  of  the  Insurance  Money,  there  is  no 
satisfactory  principle  to  support  it.  The  Defeod^mt 
having  so  contracted  with  the  Plaintiff  as  to  render 
himself  liable  to  rebuild  the  outer  Work  of  the  Factory 
in  case  of  accident  by  Fire,  has  very  prudently  protected 
himself  by  Insurance  from  the  loss  he  would  otherwise 
have  sustained  by  such  an  accident;.  But  upon  what 
principle  can  it  be  that  the  Plaintiff's:  situation  is  to  be 
changed  by  that  precaution  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 
ant, with  which  the  Plaintiff  had  nothing  whatever  to  do? 
The  Plaintiff  has  sought  his  protection  in  the  Contract 
by  the  Covenant  which  he  has  required  from  the  De>- 
fendant ;  and  to  those  Covenants  must  he  alone  resort» 

In  this  case  some  embanassment  may  arise  from  the 
singular  Covenants  as  to  the  Steam  Engine  and  othejr 
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Apparatus.    Tbe  Plaintiff  has  covenanted  to  keep  them  1827 

in  repair  so  long  as  they  can  be  continued  in  use  by     *        ''        ' 

repair ;  and  the  Defendant  has  covenanted  to  replace  Lrrds 

them  with  new  Articles  of  the  same  description,  at  some      p 

time  during  the  last  fourteen  years  of  the  Lease,  when 

they  cease  to  be  workable  by  repair.    The  literal  effect 

of  these  mutual  Covenants  is  defeated  by  the  Fire. 

But  the  Parties  will,  no  doubt,  have  the  good  sense  to 

arrange  between  themselves  what  justice  requires  iit 

this  case,  without  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  Cross 

Actions  of  Covenant.     But,  if  not,  the  remedy  is  at 

Law,  and  this  Court  cannot  interfere. 

Demurrer  allowed. 


WILLIAMS  V.  BROADHEAD. 


2d  A  8th  March. 


T  Practice. 

HIS  was  a  Tithe  Suit  instituted  by  a  Vicar  against        Evidetice. 

an  Occupier  of  Lands  in  the  parish.    The  Plaintiff  had      ^^po*^- 
obtained  a  Decree  in  a  similar  Suit  in  the  Exchequer       Office  Copies 
against  another  Occupier.     The  Defence  made  in  both  ®^  Depositions 
Suits  was,  that  the  Lands  were  discharged  of  Tithes  by  J^^^  ^^  a  Tithe 
kaving  belonged  to  the  Abbot  and  Convent  of  West^  Suit  in  the  Ex-- 

minatr.    The  Defendant  had  obtained,  as  of  course,  an  ^^^V^'  "1*^.,*^ 

4.  ,  read  m  a  similar 

Order  that  the  Depositions  of  Witnesses  who  were  still  SuitinthisCourt 

living,  which  had  been  taken  in  the  latter  Suit,  might  against  another 
,  1    ^  xi_    i  r  ^i_    r  Defendant  who 

}^  read  at  the  hearing  of  the  former.  ^^kes  the  same 

Defence,  on  pro- 
Mr.  Duckwwih,  for  the  Plaintiff,  now  moved  to  dis-  ^"^^J"'"  f.P  rm? 

'  '  Copies  of  theBiU 

charge  diat  Order  for  irregularity.  and  Answer  in 

ths  former  Suit» 
without  any  order  of  this  Court  for  that  purpose 
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Williams 

9* 

BftOADBJiA0« 


Mr.  Boieler,  for  die  DefiEodanty  rcfiEircfi  tci  CoAr  v. 
Fommtidn  (a) ;  Hand's  Prac.  1 14 ;  Buinf  ^  ELarfhrd 
r^C)cper(b);  CkriUiamr.  Wremm  (c) ;  ^nd  Gftadawugk  r, 
Alway  (d). 

The  VlCf>CBA5CELLOE: — 

This  Order  has  been  obtained  by  the  Flaintidr  nmia 
a  misapprehension  of  the  Principles  and  Practice  of  Ae 
Court  in  snch  Cases. 


Where  there  is  Cause  and  Cross-canse^  there  die 
Order^  which  has  been  obtained  here,  is  extremeif  vae- 
fol ;  because  it  sares  the  necessity  of  euimiiing  the 
Witnesses  in  bodi  Causes;  and  the  Depositions  are 
read,  withoot  more,  as  if  taken  in  both  Causes.  But 
here  the  Parties,  not  being  the  same  in  both  Causes, 
not  the  Depositions  themselves,  which  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  will  not  part  with,  but  Office  Copies  of  die 
Depositions  are  to  be  read,  if  at  all,  upon  the  pnoctple 
that  they  are,  in  their  nature,  legal  eridence,  having 
regard  to  the  subject  of  the  two  Suits ;  and  die  Plain- 
tiff is  entided  to  read  them  as  evidence,  without  any 
Order,  upon  production  of  the  Office  C<^  of  the  BiD 
and  Answer,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  die  same 
points  were  in  issue  in  the  first  Cause.  The  Order 
which  has  been  obtained  will  not  relieve  the  Plaintiff 
from  the  necessity  of  the  production  oi  die  Office 
Copies  of  the  Bill  and  Answer  and  Depositions,  and, 
serving  no  purpose  whatever,  the  Order  must  be  dis- 
charged, as  improperly  introduced  upon  the  Records  of 
the  Court. 


(a)  1  Vcm.  413.    (6)  Bunb.  393.    (c)  Ibid.  331. 
(d)  3  Sim.  &  Stu.  481. 
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CHARRETIE  v.  VAUSE.  \?«7 

21  at  February. 

JdY  an  Indenture^  dated  the  i6th  of  Jane  1821,  made        Annuity. 
between  the  Rev.  John  Vause,  Clerk,  of  the  first  part,    ^^yj^'^' 

John  Kendall,  Gent,  of  the  second  part,  and  the  De-  .' 

fendant,  John  Nicholson,  of  the  third  part;  after  reciting       An  Assign- 
an  Indenture  of  Settlement  of  the  2d  of  ApriliSoo,  so  far  ^^^of  the  DWi- 
as  regarded  the  Trusts  thereby  declared  of  5,200/.  Three  dends  of  a  sum 
per  Cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities  therein  men-  ofStock  to  which 
tioned,  and  that,  under  the  Trusts  of  the  recited  Inden-  entitled  for  life 
tare,  12,800 /•  Three  per  Cent.Consolidated  Bank  Annui-  with  a  proviso 
ties  had  been  added  to  the  6,200  /.  like  Bank  Annuities,  ^^^  ghoJid" 
making  together  18,000/.,  Three  per  Cent  Consolidated  not  receive  any 

Bank  Annuities,  which  were  then  standincc  in  the  names  P?'^'  ®/  '^®  ^^' 
,^,  ^  vidends  then 

of  Edward  Wilbraham  Bootle,  George  Case,  and  Ralph  growing  due,  but 
lUher  the  younger,  the  Trustees  of  the  Indenture  of  a  proportionable 
Settlement,  in  the  Books  of  the  Governor  and  Com-  ^^^  ^anint  of  aii 
pany  of  the  Bank  of  England,  and  to    the  Dividends  Annuity  to  that 

and  annual  Produce  of  which  the  said  John  Vause  was  *'"*'""'»  ^^ 

must  be  menio« 
entitled,  during  his  life,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  rialiaed. 

Indenture  of  Settlement,  free  from  any  incumbrance 

whatsoever;   and   also  reciting    that   the   said   John 

Kendall  had  then  lately  contracted  and  agreed  with  the 

•aid  John  Fouse  for  the  purchase  of  the  annual  sum  of 

150/.,  part  of  the  yearly  Dividends  of  the  said  18,000 1., 

Three  per  Cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  so  vested 

in  the  names  of  the  said  Trustees  as  aforesaid,  for  and 

during  the  natural  life  of  the  said  John  Vause,  for  the 

price  or  sum  of  1,100  L,  but  no  part  of  the  said  Purchase 

Money  had  been  then  paid,  nor  had  any  assignment  of 

tbe  said  annual  Sum  been  made,  pursuant  to  the  said 
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recited  Contract;  and  also  reciting  a  Policy  of  Insurance, 
effected  by  the  said  John  Kendall  on  the  life  of  the  said 
John  Vause,  in   The  European  Life  Insurance  OflBce, 
for  the  sum  of  1^300/.,  and  that  the  said  JoAn  Kendall 
had  contracted  and  agreed,  with  the  Defendant  'NichoU 
son,  for  the  sale  to  him  of  the  said  annual  sum  of  150/., 
during  the  natural  life  of  the  said  John  Vause,  for  the 
price  or  sum  of  1,300/.,  and  had  agreed  with  Nicholson 
to  assign  to  him  the  said  Policy  of  Insurance,  upon 
his  paying  to  the  said  John  Kendall  the  Premium  paid 
by  him  to  the  said  Insurance  Office :  It  was  by  the 
said  Indenture  witnessed  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
recited  Contracts  and  Agreements,  and  in  consideration 
of  1,100/.  by  the  direction  of  the  said  John  Kendall 
paid  by  the  said  John  Nicholson  to  the  said  John  Vause, 
and  of  200/.,  making  together  1,300/.  to  the  said  John 
Kendall  also  paid  by  the  said  John  Nicholson,  the  said 
John  Vause,  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  said 
John  Kendall,  assigned,  transferred  and  set  over,  and  the 
said  John  Kendall  ratified  and  confirmed  unto  the  said 
John   Nicholson,    his   Executors,   Administrators  and 
Assigns,  all  that  the  clear  yearly  sum  of  150/.,  being  part 
of  the  Dividends  arising  from  the  said  18,000/.,  Three 
per  Cent  ConsoUdated  Bank  Annuities,  standing  in  the 
names  of  the  said  Trustees  in  the  Books  of  the  Governor 
and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  as  aforesaid, 
and  all  the  Right,  Interest,  Property,  Claim  and  De- 
mand whatsoever,  at  Law  and  in  Equity,  of  the  said 
John  Vause,  in,  to  and  out  of  the  said  annual  sum  or 
yearly  Dividends  of  150/.,  and  every  part  thereof,  to- 
gether with  all  powers,  remedies  and  means  whatsoever, 
requisite  or  necessary  for  suing  for,  recovering,  receiving 
and  giving  efTectual  releases  and   discharges  for   the 
same :  To  hold,  receive,  take  and  enjoy  the  said  annual 
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8tim  of  150/.^  of  the  said  Dividends  of  the  said  Bank 
Annuities,  unto  the  said  John  Nicholson,  his  Executors, 
Administrators  and  Assigns,  thenceforth  for  and  during 
the  natural  life  of  the  said  John  Vause,  to  be  paid  and  pay- 
able half-yearly,  when  and  as  the  said  Dividends  should 
be  payable  at  the  Bank  of  England,  and  the  first  half- 
yearly  payment  thereof  to  be  made  at  the  next  payment 
of  Dividends  on  the  said  Bank  Annuities,  at  the  Bank  of 
England,  after  the  date  of  the  said  Indenture,  save  and 
except  that,  as  there  Would  be  only  one  month's  interest, 
amounting  to  12/.  105.,  due  to  the  said  John  Nichol" 
$on,  in  July  then  next,  being  the  time  when  the  said 
Dividends  would  become  payable,  it  was  agreed  that 
the  said  John  Nichokon  should  receive  such  sum  of 
It  L  105.  at  that  time  only,  and  afterwards  should  hav€, 
receive  and  take  tlie  whole  of  the  said  annual  sum  of 
150/.,  part  of  the  said  Dividends  of  the  said  18,000/., 
Three  per  Cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  by  half- 
yearly  payments,  as  they  should  become  due,  as  aforesaid : 
And  the  said  John  Vausf  thereby  authorized  and  directed 
the  said  E,  W.  Booth,  George  Case,  and  R,  Fisher  the 
younger,  or  the  Survivors  or  Survivor  of  them,  or 
the  Executors  or  Administrators  of  such  Survivor,  or  the 
Trustees  or  Trustee  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  re- 
cited Indenture  of  Settlement,  from  time  to  time,  during 
the  life  of  the  said  John  Vatise,to  pay  the  said  annua!  sum 
of  150/.,  part  of  the  Dividends  of  the  said  18,000/., 
Three  per  Cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  standing  in 
the  names  of  the  said  Trustees  as  aforesaid,  or  otherwise 
to  empower  the  said  John  Nichokon,  his  Executors, 
Administrators  or  Assigns,  to  receive  the  said  annual 
sum  when  and  as  the  said  Dividends  should  become 
due  and  payable :  and  the  said  John  Vause  did  thereby 
covenant  with  the  said  John  Nicholson  that  he  had  good 
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right  to  assign  the  150/.,  part  of  the  Dividends  of  the 
said  18,000/.  Bank  Annuities,  unto  the  said  JoAn  Nichols 
son,  his  Executors,  Administrators  and  Assigns^  during 
the  life  of  the  said  John  Vause,  in  manner  aforesaid ; 
and  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  J.  Nicholson, 
bis  Executors,  Administrators  and  Assigns,  from  time 
to  time,  during  the  natural  Ufe  of  the  said  John  Vause,  to 
receive  and  take  the  said  annual  sum  of  150  /.,  part  of  the 
Dividends  of  the  said  18,000/.,  Three  per  Cent  Consoli- 
dated Bank  Annuities,  when  and  as  the  said  Dividends 
should  become  due  and  payable,  the  first  payment  of 
12/.  lOJ.,  being  the  proportionable  part  of  such  annual 
Sum  as  aforesaid,  to  become  due  and  payable  at  the 
next  payment  of  Dividends  on  the  said  Bank  Annuities, 
at  the  Bank  of  England,  after  the  date  of  the  said  In- 
denture: and  the  said  John  Vause  covenanted  in  the 
usual  manner  for  further  assigning  and  assuring  the 
said  annual  sum  of  150/.,  part  of  the  said  Dividends, 
unto  the  said  J.  Nicholson,  his  Executors,  Administrar 
tors  and  Assigns,  during  the  Ufe  of  the  saidJoAii  Vause* 
And  the  Indenture  also  contained  an  assignment, 
from  the  said  John  Kendall  to  the  said  J.  Nicholson, 
of  the  said  Policy  of  Assurance  effected  by  him  on  the 
life  of  the  said  John  Vause. 


On  a  Motion  being  made,  in  this  Cause,  for  payment 
of  the  Dividends  of  the  18,000/.  Stock  into  Court,  the 
Parties  consented  that  the  Court  should  decide  whether 
the  above  transaction  was  a  sale  of  part  of  the  Dividends 
of  the  Stock,  or  a  grant  of  an  Annuity:  in  which 
latter  case  it  was  void  for  want  of  a  memorial. 


Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Wilbraham,  for  the  Defend- 
ant Nicholson :'— 
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The  question  is,  whether  this  is  an  assignment  of  an 
annual  Sum,  part  of  the  Dividends  of  the  Stock,  or  a 
grant  of  an  Anniuty  secured  on  the  Dividends.  If 
the  Parties  had  intended  that  it  should  be  the  latter, 
this  mode  of  transaction  would  not  have  been  adopted ; 
but  the  Deed  would  have  contained  a  grant  of  the 
Annuity,  and  an  assignment  of  the  Dividends  to  a 
Trustee  to  secure  the  Annuity.  The  Deed  recites  that 
Nicholson  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  a  part  of  the 
Dividends,  and  the  Deed  is  an  assignment  of  the  Divi- 
dends. The  Grantee  is  subject  to  all  the  consequences 
to  which  the  Dividends  are  liable ;  and  if  the  whole 
income  of  the  Fund  had  been  assigned  to  different 
persons,  and  the  Dividends  had  been  afterwards 
reduced,  Nichobon  could  not  have  made  the  other 
Assignees  bear  the  whole  loss,  but  must  have  borne  his 
proportion  of  it. 
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In  grants  of  Annuities  there  is  always  a  provision  for 
payment  of  a  proportionable  part  in  case  of  the  Grantee 
dying  between  any  of  the  days  of  payment.  Here 
there  is  no  such  provision.    Broume  v.  Lake  (a). 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Lynch,  contril : — 

It  has  been  said  that  this  is  not  an  Annuity,  because 
the  Deed  is  not,  in  form,  a  Grant.  In  Annuity  trans- 
actions there  is  no  actual  Grant,  except  where  the 
security  is  a  Freehold  or  a  Leasehold  Estate.  When 
the  Annuity  Act  speaks  of  a  grant  of  an  Annuity,  it 
means  an  Annuity  in  whatever  manner  secured,  whe- 
ther by  Bond,  Covenant,  or  othervdse. 


(a)  14  V«8.  3<>3. 
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1827.  'fhere  is  nothing  in  this  Deed  to  show  that,  if  the 

"  Dividends  are  reduced,  the  Grantee  must  bear  his  pro- 

Charretie  portion  of  the  loss.     If  the  seller  had  intended  that  to 

^     V  be  the  case,  he  would  have  assigned  to  Nicholson  a 

V  A  USE* 

certain  proportion  of  the  Dividends,  instead  of  a  specific 
sum  of  150/. 

As  to  there  not  b^ing  a  stipulation  for  payment  of 
a  proportionable  part  of  the  Annuity,  there  is  here 
such  a  stipulation ;  only  it  is  inserted  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  period  for  which  the  Sum  is  to  be  paid, 
instead  of  at  the  end  of  it.  This  stamps  the  Grant  with 
the  character  of  an  Annuity. 

Thefi  there  is  an  assignment  of  a  Policy  of  Insutanc^ 
on  the  Grantor's  Life.  And  in  all  cases  of  purchases 
of  Annuities,  the  Purchasers  take  care  to  have  their 
principal  secured ;  as  they  consider  it,  not  so  much 
a  Purchase,  as  a  Loan  at  a  certain  sum  per  cent.  The 
decision  in  Browne  v.  Lake  proceeded  on  the  ground 
that  the  transaction  was  a  Sale  out  and  out.  That 
decision  was  directly  against  the  opinion  expressed  by 
Lord  Rosslyn,  C.  in  Duke  of  Bolton  v.  Williams  (6).  If 
this  Deed  had  been  a  sale  of  Dividends,  Nicholson 
would  have  been  entitled  to  receive  them  in  July  1821 ; 
l)ut  it  is  expressly  stipulated  that  he  shall  receive 
12/.  105.,  for  Interest,  instead  of  those  Dividend^. 
Hood  V.  Burlton  (c)  is  precisely  in  point. 

Mr.  Shadwell,  in  reply  :«^ 

No  intention  to  make  the  Grantor  personally  liable 
to  pay  the  Annuity,  can  be  collected  from  this  Dhed. 

(b)  2  Ves.  J.  138.  (c)  Ibid.  29* 
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Th€Te  is  not  only  no  Grant,  but  no  covenant  to  pay  the 
Annuity.  The  stipulation  as  to  the  payment  of  12/.  10  5. 
shows  that  the  Parties  contemplated  that,  but  for  that 
provision,  the  July  Dividends  would  have  passed.  The 
opinion  alluded  to  in  Duke  of  Bolton  v.  Williams  is  con- 
sidered not  to  be  Law ;  and  in  Hood  v.  Burlton,  Burlton 
covenanted  to  make  up  any  deficiency  in  the  Funds. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  single  question  here  is,  whether  this  Deed  is, 
substantially,  a  grant  of  an  Annuity  of  150  /.  a  year,  for 
the  life  of  Mr.  Vause,  secured  by  the  Dividends  of 
a  sum  of  18,000/.,  Three  per  Cent  Consols,  or  is  only 
an  assignment  of  such  a  proportion  of  those  Dividends 
as  the  sum  of  150/.  bears  to  the  whole  annual  amount 
of  those  dividends. 


^S9 

18117. 

Charretis 


The  form  of  the  expression  used  in  the  Deed  is 
immaterial.  Now  it  is  clearly  not  a  sale  of  a  proportioa 
of  those  Dividends ;  because  the  Deed,  being  executed 
in  the  month  of  June,  it  is  specially  provided  that  the 
Grantee  shall  not  take  such  a  proportion  of  the  July 
Dividends  as  the  sum  of  150/.  bears  to  the  whole 
ai40unt,  but  the  sum  of  12/.  105.  only,  being,  in  the 
language  of  the  Deed,  the  proportionable  part  of  the 
annual  sum  of  150/,  which  would  be  due  and  payable 
at  the  time.  This  circumstance  is  decisive  that  it  is 
not  a  sale  of  a  proportion  of  the  Dividends,  but  a  grant 
of  an  annual  sum  of  150/.  for  the  life  of  Mr.  Vause. 
The  Case  of  Hood  v.  Burlton  is  in  point,  both  as  to  the 
form  of  the  expression  used,  and  the  principle  of  the 
decision.  And  Browne  v.  Like  is  plainly  distinguish*' 
able,  being,  in  form  and  in  substance,  the  sale  of 
proportion  of  the  Life  Interest^ 


i6o 
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i6th  &  17U1 
March. 


TANNER  V.  BYNE. 


Consideration.  1  HE  Plaintiff  was    a  Specialty  Creditor   of  Henry 

Specialty  Cre-  Byne,  deceased  ;  and  the  object  of  the  Bill  was  to  have 

[  the  deceased's  Personal  Estate  applied  in  payment  of 

A  grant  of  an  his  Debts.    The  usual  Decree  having  been  made^  the 
G^tof's  Sistei^  Master  reported  to  the  following  effect : — 
though  express- 
ed to  be  made  That  by  an  Indenture,  dated  the  22d  of  September 
for  natural  love  , 
and    affection  ^^^7 9  inade  between  the  deceased^  of  the  first  part,  Ann 

may  be  proved  Isabella  Augusta  Byne,  his  Sister,  of  the  second  part, 
made  in  consi-  ^"^  Humphry  John  Norris  Bawden,  and  John  Burgess 
iteration  of  her  Karslake  the  younger,  of  the  third  part,  the  deceased, 

Marnage,  and    -^^  consideration  of  his  natural  love  and  affection  for  his 

will  entitle  her      .  ,    /.  1  .  .  .       *. 

CO  rank   as   a     Sister,  and  for  makmg  a  permanent  provision  for  her 

during  her  life,  granted  to  her,  for  her  life,  an  Annuity 
of  50/.,  charged  upon  certain  liands  in  the  County  of 
Surrey,  therein  described,  to  commence  from  the  29th  of 
September  1807  ;  and,  for  himself,  his  Heirs,  Executors 
and  Administrators,  covenanted  with  her  to  pay  the  An- 
nient  of  4>ooo  ^^j^y  accordingly :  that,  before  the  date  and  execution 
Wife  and  Child-  of  the  Annuity  Deed,  a  Marriage  had  been  agreed 
ren,  and  then  in  upon,  and  was  afterwards  solemnized,  between  Richard 
the  4,000/.,  ex-  Bawden  and  Ann  Isabella  Augusta  Byne;  that,  upon  the 
pressed  to  have  treaty  for  the  same,  the  deceased  agreed  to  make  a  Pro- 
bv  Sie  Tniste^  vision  or  Settlement  for  his  Sister,  and  did,  in  consider- 

of  the  Settle- 
ment, made  a  Mortgage  to  them  of  a  Real  Estate  to  secure  that  Sum, 
and  covenanted  to  repay  it.    The  Husband  never,  in  fact,  paid  the 
4,000/.  to  the  Trustees :  Held,  nevertheless,  that  they  were  Specialty 
Creditors  of  the  Husband. 


as   a 
Specialty   Cre- 
ditor of   the 
Grantor. 

A  Husband 
made  a  post- 
nuptial Settle- 
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ation  of  the   Marriage,  and  of  his  natural  lore  and  iBgy. 

affection  for  her,  grant  to  her  the  Annuity  of  50  /. :  that,  '^  ^^  ' 
as  a  further  Provision  for  her  on  her  Marriage,  he  did.  Tanner 
by  an  Indenture  of  Settlement,  bearing  even  date  with 
the  grant  of  the  Annuity,  and  made  between  him  of  the 
first  part,  his  Sister  of  the  second  part,  Richard 
Bawden  of  the  third  part,  and  Humphry  John  Norris 
Batoden,  and  John  Burgess  Karslake  the  younger,  of  the 
fourth  part,  assign  (amongst  other  things)  to  Humphry 
John  Norris  Bawden,  and  John  Burgess  Karslake  the 
younger,  the  sum  of  500  /.,  secured  to  him  upon  mort- 
gage of  certain  Lands  in  the  County  of  Surrey,  upon  trust 
to  pay  the  Interest  thereof  to  his  Sister,  for  her  separate 
use,  for  her  life,  and,  after  her  decease,  to  Richard 
Bawden,  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  the  Trustees 
were  to  stand  possessed  of  the  500  /,,  upon  trust  for  the 
Issue  of  the  Marriage,  as  therein  mentioned.  The 
Master  also  found  that  the  Defendant,  who  was  the 
Widow  and  Administratrix  of  the  deceased,  by  her 
Affidavit  stated  that,  by  Indentures  of  Lease  and  Re- 
lease, dated  the  28th  and  2gth  of  September  1800, 
made  between  the  deceased,  of  the  first  part,  Ann  Isa^ 
bella  Augusta  Byne,  of  the  second  part,  John  Hubbersty, 
of  the  third  part,  and  William  Barry  Wade,  of  the  fourth 
part,  for  the  consideration  of  natural  love  and  affection 
the  deceased  granted,  unto  or  for  the  use  of  Ann  Isa^ 
bdla  Augusta  Byne,  an  Annuity  of  50/.  for  her  life,  and 
that  that  Annuity  was  duly  paid  accordingly,  as  the  De- 
ponent beUeved ;  and  that  a  Marriage  took  place,  in 
the  month  of  September  1807,  between  Ann  Isabella 
Augusta  Byne  and  Richard  Bawden ;  that,  at  the  time 
of  such  Marriage,  and  for  a  long  time  previously  th^eto, 
the  Indentures  of  the  28th  and  29th  of  September  1800 
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were  in  the  possession  of  Hubbersty,   and  the  same 
could  not  then  be  obtained ;  whereupon  the  deceased 
granted  the  Indenture  of  September  1807^  in  lieu  of 
the  Annuity  granted  in  September  1800,  and  that  the 
Annuities  were  one  and  the  same,  and  that  the  Inden- 
tures of  the  28th  and  2gth  of  September  1800   had 
since  been  delivered  to  the  deceased^  and  were  then  in 
the  Deponent's  possession ;  and  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
grant    of   the    first-mentioned  Annuity,  Ann  Isabella 
Augusta  Bj/ne  was  not  known,   as  the  Deponent  be- 
'ieved,  to  Richard  Bawden,  and  that  it  was  not  granted 
in  consideration  of  any  Marriage  then  in  contemplation, 
but  was  entirely  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  deceased  : 
And  that  the  Deponent  further  stated  that,  in  contem* 
plation  of  the  Marriage  between  Ann  fsabella  Augusta 
Byne  and  Richard  Bawden,  the  deceased  transferredj 
unto  or  for  their  benefit,  a  Mortgage  for  500/. ;  and  she, 
the  Deponent,  and  the  deceased  granted  another  An- 
nuity of  30/.,  which  had  since  ceased :  that  upon  these 
grounds  Richard  Bawden  and  Ann  Isabella  Augusta,  his 
Wife,  claimed  to  be  due  to  them,  under  the  Indenture 
of  the  22d  of  September  1807,  ^^  Arrears  of  the  An- 
nuity of  50/.  from  the  29th  of  September  1821  (up  to 
which  time  the  same  was  paid)  to   the  25th  of  March 
1825^    The  Master  added  that  he  had  considered  of 
this  Claim,   and  the  Evidenc^^n  support  of  it,  and 
found  that,  under  the  Covenant  contained  in  the  Inden- 
ture  of  the   22d  of  September  1807,  M'-  *°^  ^^* 
Baivden  were  Specialty  Creditors  on  the  Estate  of  the 
deceased,  (the  Court  having  declared  that  the  Intestate 
had  no  title  to  the  Estate  charged  with  the  payment  of 
that  Annuity) ;  and  that  the  Sum  claimed  by  them  for 
^^rre^rs  was  due  to  them. 


Tanner 
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Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bawden^  by  their  Affidavit  (which  thd 
iHaster  referred  to  in  his  Report)  deposed  that,  some 
'  years  previous  to  their  Marriatge,  the  Intestate  agreed 
or  promised  to  settle  an  Annuity  of  50/.  on  or  in  Truat  By'ne 
for  Mrs.  Bawden ;  and  that  she  believed  that  one  or 
more  Deed  or  Deeds,  for  that  purpose,  was  or  were  pre- 
paredy  but,  whether  such  Deed  or  Deeds  bore  date  on 
or  about  the  28th  and  2gth  of  September  1800,  or  was 
or  were  ever  executed  by  the  Intestate,  she  could  not 
set  forth :  that  she  occasionally  resided  with  the  Intes- 
tate previous  to  het  Marriage,  and  that  she  was,  at 
times,  furnished  with  small  sums  of  money  by  him, 
but,  according  to  her  recollection  and  belief,  she  did 
not,  on  her  own  account,  receive  from  him,  between 
the  28th  and  2gth  of  September  1800  and  the  day  of 
her  Marriage,  any  sum  or  sums  of  Money  (after  de- 
ducting the  sum  of  100/.  which  the  Intestate  promised 
to  bestow  on  her  as  a  Wedding  Present),  which,  col- 
lectively, would  amount  to  a  sum  equal  to  an  Annuity 
of  50  {.,  from  the  2gth  of  September  1800  to  the  22d  of 
September  1801 ;  nor  did  she  ever  imagine  or  consider 
that  such  sums  so  received  by  her  were  paid  in  liquida- 
tion, or  discharge,  or  in  lieu  of  the  Annuity  of  ^oL, 
but  (with  the  exception  of  the  sum  of  100/.)  as.  the 
grattiitous  presents  of  the  Intestate:  that,  upon  the 
treaty  for  her  Marrie^e,  the  Intestate  agreed  to  settle 
100/.  per  annum  on  her  in  manner  following,  (that  is 
to  say)  50/.,  part  thereof,  for  her  Ufe,  was  to  be  charged 
on  certain*  lands  in  the  County  of  Surrey-^  30/.,  other 
part  thereof,  during  the  joint  lives  of  het^elf,  the  Intes- 
tate, and  his  Widow,  was  to  be  charged  on  certain  laiidff 
In^the  County  of  Devon ;  and  20/.,  the  residue  thereof, 
for  the  life  of  Mrs.  Bawden,  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
int^est  of  a  sum  of  500/.,   due  to  the  Intestate  oii^ 

Vol.  L  n 


Tahher 
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1837.  Mortgage:  that  Deeds  to  effectuate  such  the  inteDti<m  of 

the  Parties  were  accordingly  prepared  and  executed ; 
and  that  the  Annuity  of  50  /.  so  agreed  to  be,  and 

Btne  actually  settled  on  the  Marriage  of  the  Deponent*  was 

not  in  lieu  of  the  Annuity  of  50/.  said  to  be  settled,  or 
agreed  to  be  settled  by  the  Deeds  of  the  28th  and  sglh 
of  September  1800,  but  was  in  consideration  of  the 
Deponent's  Marriage,  and  of  the  Intestate's  natural  love 
and  affection  for  her :  That  not  only  the  Interest  of  die 
500/.  due  on  Mortgage,  but  also  the  principal  sum  of 
500/.  was  also  settled  on  the  Marriage ;  and  that,  on 
the  Treaty  for  the  Marriage,  Mr.  Bawdtm  agreed  to 
convey  and  settle  divers  Lands  in  the  Counties  of  Dctxwi 
and  Somerset,  which  were  settled  accordingly  {  and  that 
the  Property  so  settled  by  him  was  of  the  yearly  value 
of  250/.  and  upwards. 

« 

The  Assets  not  being  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  Intes^ 

tate's  debts,  the  Plaintiff  excepted  to  the  Report,  on  the 

ground  that  the  Covenant  in  the  Indenture  of  the  ssd 

of  September  1807,  was  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the 

Intestate,  and  not  supported  against  his  Creditors  hf 

any  good  or  valuable  consideration, 

Mr.  Heald,  and  Mr.  Teed,  in  support  of  the  Exception, 

The  Assets  being  deficient,  it  is  important  that  the 
Claim  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bawden  should  be  brought 
under  the  consideration  of  the  Court,  in  order  that  it 
may  be  decided  whether  the  Debt  they  claim  ought  to 
be  preferred  to  the  Intestate's  simple-contract  CreditiMS. 
The  Deed  of  September  1807,  is,  on  the  fyi^  of  it» 
purely  voluntary.  At  the  time  that  Deed  was  executed 
the  Marriage  had  been  agreed  upon ;  and  it  contains 
no  allusion  whatever  to  the  Marriage.    It  appears  by 
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.die  Affidavit  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bawden  that  this  Deed 
was  not  made  in  lieu  of  the  Deeds  of  the  28th  and  29th 
of  September  1800;  the  Master  reports  that  those  Deeds 
were  not  lost ;  nor  were  there  any  Arrears  of  the  An- 
iiiiity  secured  by  those  Deeds  due  at  the  time  the  In- 
denture of  September  1B07  ^^  executed.  This  case 
therefcH'e  does  not  &li  within  the  principle  of  Gilham  r. 
Locke  (a).  But,  supposing  that  the  Deed  of  1807  ^^ 
-made  in  lieu  of  the  Deeda  of  1800,  as  the  Is^ter  were 
voluntary,  the  former  also  must  be  voluntary. 

Mr.  Knight,  in  support  of  the  Exception. 

The  Master  does  not  state  the  contents  of  the  Defen- 
fendant's  Affidavit,  as  facts,  but  merely  as  statements. 
The  facts  he  finds  are  that,  at  and  before  tl^e  date  and 
execution  of  the  Grant  of  the  Annuity,  a  Marriage  had 
been  agreed  upon  between  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bawden,  and 
that  it  was  afterwards  solemnized.  This  Grant  there- 
fore was  made  for  a  valuable  consideration.  The  next 
Deed  is  strictly  a  Marriage  Settlement,  and  bears  even 
date  with  the  Grant,  and  the  husband  is  a  party  to  it. 
Both  Deeds  therefore  are  but  one  transaction ;  and  they 
are  both  supported  by  the  consideration  of  Jilai:riage. 
But,  supposing  that  the  Grant  of  1^07  were  a  substitu- 
tion for  ttiatof  1800,  still,  on  the  authorities  of  the 
Poke  of  Wharton*4  Case  (i),  Jones  v.  Bouiter  (c),  jind 
GUham  v.  Locke  (d),  it  would  be  foundqd  on  a  yaluable 
consideration. 

Besides,  although  the  Grant  purports  to  be  made 
for  natural  love  and  affection,  a  valuable  considera* 

•  • 

(fl)  9  Ves.6ia. 

(6)  Stiies  V.  The  Jitome^'General,  8  Atk.  152. 

(c)  1  Cox,  a88.       (d)  9  Ves.  613. 

N  2 
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iion  dehors  the  Deed  may  be  proved.     Chapman  vV 
Emery  (e). 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  Grant  should  have  been 
made  in  consideration  of  the  Marriage ;  for  if  in  conse^ 
qnence  of  the  Grant  a  change  in  the  circumstances  of 
the  Grantee^  such  as  Marriage,  takes  place^  it  can  not 
be  afterwards  questioned  (f).  It  can  not  be  contended 
that  Mr.  Bawden  did  not  know  of  the  Grant  of  the  An- 
nuity :  and  he  swears  that  on  the  Treaty  for  the  Mar- 
riage he  agreed  to  make  a  Settlement  of  certain  Lands 
in  Devon  and  Somerset,  and  that  such  Settlement  was 
afterwards  made  accordingly. 

Mr.  Heald  in  reply  :— 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bawden  being  interested  Parties  can- 
not support  the  Deed  by  their  Evidence.  The  fact 
that  the  Husband  is  a  Party  to  one  of  the  D^eds  and 
not  to  the  other,  so  far  from  showing  that  the  consi- 
derations of  both  were  the  same,  proves  that  they  were 
different. 

The  exception  was  over-ruled  by  the  Vice-chancellor, 
who  stated  that  the  consideration  of  Marriage,  being 
consistent  with-  the  alleged  consideration  of  natural  love 
and  affection,  might  be  averred^  though  not  found  in  the 
Deed,  and  well  supported  the  Master's  finding. 


(e)  Cowp.  278 ;  and  see  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Scamnumden, 
3  T.  R.  474. 

(/)  Kirky.Clark,  Free.  Cha.  275 ;  S.  C.  2  Eq.  Ab.  165.  East 
India  Company  v.  Clavell,  Gilb.  Eq.  Rep.  37  ;  Free-  Cha.  377. 
Brotm  V.  Carter^  5  Ves.  862.  Crofton  v.  Omubyj  «  Scho.  & 
Lef.  583:  h  George  v.  MUbanke^  9  Ves.  190;  tee  par- 
ticularly 193. 
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Another  claim  before  the  Master  arose  out  of  the  fol**  i8{»7. 


lowing  circumstances.  By  Indenture,  dated  the  19th  of 
November  1 793,  the  Intestate,  Henry  Byne,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  love  and  affection  which  he  bore  to  Mary  Arnie  Byn^ 
Byne,  his  first  Wife,  who  was  a  Party  to  the  Deed,  and 
in  consideration  of  10 5.  covenanted  with. CAar/es  Pointz 
and  William  Barry  Wade  that  he  would,  within  three 
nonths  from  the  date  of  that  Indenture,  invest  the' Sum 
of  4,000/.  in  the  Public  Funds,  in  trust  to  pay  the  Divi- 
dends to  the  Intestate,  during  his  Life,  and,  after  his 
death,  to  his  Wife,  Miary  Anne  Byne,  for  her  Life,  and, 
afier  the  death  of  the  Survivor,  to  divide  the  Funds,  in 
equal  Shares,  between  the  Children  of  the  Marriage. 

By  another  Indenture,  bearing  date  the  14th  of  No- 
vember 1796,  made  between  the  Intestate,  of  the  one 
part,  and  Pointz  and  Wade  of  the  other  part,  reciting 
that  Pointz  and  Wade  had,  that  day,  lent  4^000/.  to  the 
Intestate,  the  Intestate  demised  to  them  certain  Lands 
and.  Hereditaments,  in  the  Parish  Carshalton  in  Surrey, 
for  2,000  years,  subject  to  redemption  on  re-payment 
of  that  Sum  with  Interest  on  the  14th  of  May.thennext; 
and  the  Intestate  covenanted  to  repay  it  accordingly. 
By  a  Deed  Poll,  bearing  date  the  29th  of  November 
1796,  indorsed  on  the  last-mentioned  Indenture,  and 
made  between  the  same  Parties,  and  reciting  the  Settle- 
ment of  the  19th  of  November  1 793,  the  Trustees  agreed 
and  declared  that  they  would  stand  possessed  of  the 
4,000  /.  secured  by  the  Mortgage,  upon  the  trusts  of  the 
Settlement.  Mary  Anne  Byne  died  before  the  year  1821, 
but  there  was  issue  of  the  Marriage  three  children,  who 
were  then  living.    The  Intestate  had,  in  his  life-time« 
been  deprived  of  the  Mortgaged  Estate,  by  a  decree  of 
the  Cx)urt  of  Chancery.  But  the  Master  found  that,  under 
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the  several  Indentures  before  stated,  there  was  due  to 
Wadtf  the  surviving  Trustee,  as  a  Specialty  Creditotf 
upon  the  Estate  of  the  Intestate,  the  Sum  of  4,000/. 
ftnd  Interest  from  the  Intestate's  decease. 

To  this  finding  of  the  Master  also  an  Exception  vras 
taken,  by  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  Deeds 
on  which  the  claim  was  founded  were  voluntary,  and 
not  supported  by  any  good  or  valuable  consideration. 

It  was  admitted  by  Mr.  Simpkinsony  who  appeared  ia 
support  of  the  Master's  finding,  that,  in  point  of  fiict, 
the  4,000/.  had  never  been  paid  by  the  Intestate  to  the 
Trustees. 


Mr.  Heald,  and  Mr.  Teed,  in  support  of  the  Excep- 
tion, said  that,  as  the  4,000  /.  had  never  been  paid,  the 
Deed  of  1793  was  a  niere  post-nuptial  Settlement;  and 
that^  if  it  were  held  good  against  the  Creditors,  a  person 
who  wished  to  defraud  his  creditors  need  only,  in 
future,  make  a  voluntary  Settlement,  and,  when  the 
money  secured  by  it  became  due,  make  another  Deed 
in  consideration  of  the  money  due  on  the  former. 

Mr.  Siny>kinson,  e(mird,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

The  VlCE-CHANC£LLOft  : — 

If  the  4,000/.  had  been,  in  feet,  paid  by  the  Intestate 
to  the  Trustees,  it  is  not  disputed  that^  although  the 
Settlement  of  the  igth  of  November  1793  was  subset 
queAt  to  the  Marriage  and  merely  voluntary,  tiie  Ma$^ 
ter^B  finding  would  hare  b^n  folly  justified ;  and  the 
IVdstees,  having  lent  the  money  to  the  Intestate,  would 
htvt  been  didy  constituted  Specialty  Creditors  by  tha 
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Indenture  of  the  14th  of  November  1796.  But  it  is 
contended  that  the  money,  not  having  been,  in  fact, 
paid  by  the  Intestate  to  the  Trustees,  the  second  Inden- 
ture is  to  be  considered,  like  the  first,  as  purely  volun- 
tary, and  constituting  no  debt  in  competition  with 
Creditors.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  transaction  is, 
substantially,  the  same  as  if  the  4,000/.  had  been 
actually  paid  by  the  Intestate,  and  then  returned  to  him 
by  way  of  Loan. 

Exception  overruled. 
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FENNER  v.  TAYLOR.  aoth  &  «m 

March, 

DY  the  Decree  made  in  this  Suit,  which  had  been  in-      ^^^  April. 

stituted  for  the  administration  of  an  Intestate's  Estate,     * ^ • 

to  a  share  of  which  the  Plaintiff  Fenner  was  entitled  in    ^^^^  Coverte. 
right  of  the  other  Plaintiff,  his  Wife,  who  was  one  of 
the  Intestate's  next  of  kin,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master      The  Husband 
to  inquire  whether  Fetmer  had  made  any  and  what  Set-  ^^^(^0"^*?^^ 
tiement  on  his  Wife  and  the  Issue  of  their  Marriage,  in  a  Cause  sign- 
or  had  entered  into  any  Contract  or  Agreement  for  that*  ^*  ^^'^  the 
purpose.    The  Master  reported  that,  shortly  after  the  wrUten^Aeree- 
Marriage,  Fenner  had  an  interview  with  the  Defendant,  ment  that  he 
Taylor,  the  Husband  of  the  Administratrix,  touching  J^^JJjJJJ^pJ^^ 
his  Wife's  Fortune,  and  that,  at  such  interview,  Femier  tune  upon  her : 
told  Taylor  that  he  intended  to  settle  one  half  of  his  Held  that  the 
Wife's  Fortune  on  herself,  and  that,  on  the  «d  of  t^^L 
December  1810,  Fenner  wrote  and  signed,  in  Taylor's  benefit  of  the 

presence,  a  Memorandum  or  Agreement,  as  follows : —  Children  of  the 
^  '  o  '  Mamage,  and 

^London,  22d  December  1810.    Memorandum:  I  do  that,  therefore, 

hereby  agree  that  one  half  of  the  Property  to  which  the  Wife  could 
Mrj^.  Fenner  is  entitled  shall  be  secured  upon  hersel^*^* 
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1897.  And  the  Master  also  found  that  Fenner,  on  the  2*jiih  of 

the  same  month,  sent  to  the  Defendant  Taylor  a  Letter, 
in  the  words  following : — *'  Mr.  Fenner  presents  hi^ 
''*  Compliments  to  Mr.  Taylor,  and  informs  him  that  he 

has  consulted  with  his  legal  Advisers  on  the  subject  of 
the  proposed  Settlement,  and  that  they  are  decidedly 
of  opinion  that  Mr.  Taylor's  Solicitor  is  the  proper, 
person  to  prepare  the  necessary  Writings,  a  Draught  of 
which  it  will  be  requisite  to  transmit  for  their  perusal, 
describing  fully  the  nature  and  extent  of  all  Properties 
to  which  Mrs.  Fenner  now  is  or  will  be,  at  any  future 
period,  entitled/'  And  the  Master  found  that  a  Draft 
of  a  Deed  of  Settlement  was  prepared  by  Tinflor^s  Soli-f 
citor,  and  sent  to  the  Solicitor  of  the  Plaintiflb  for  their 
approbation ;  but  such  Draft  had  never  been  returned 
approved,  nor  had  any  Settlement  been  executed. 
And  the  Master  found  that  Fenner  had  not  made  any 
Settlement  on  his  Wife  and  the  Issue  of  their  Marriage, 
nor  entered  into  any  Agreement  for  that  purpose,  except 
the  Agreement  and  Letter  before  set  forth. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Fenner  had  Children  living ;  but  they 
were  not  Parties  to  the  Suit. 

The  Cause  now  coming  on  for  further  directions,  it 
was  stated  that  Mrs.  Fenner  was  desirous  of  waving 
her  right  to  the  Settlement  so  agreed  to  be  made  by. 
her  Husband;  and  the  question  was,  whether  she 
could  be  permitted  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Heald,  and  Mr.  Roupell,  for  the  Plaintifis : — 

Although  the  Court  will  not  undo  what  has  been  com-r. 
pleted,  yet,  where  a  matter  remains  in  Agreement,  an4 
fi^  miide  without  consideration,  the  Court  will  not 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  171 

enferce  it.    The  Wife  is  the  only  person  who  is  intended  1897. 

to  be  benefited  by  this  Agreement.    On  what  principle 

then  can  it  be  held  that  she  is  not  entitled  to  wave  it?  rBNNEB 


V. 


If  her  right  to  a  Settlement  had  been  derived  under  the  Taylor 
order  of  this  Court,  she  might  have  waved  it,  although 
the  order  extends  to  the  children.  Murray  v.  Lord 
Eiibank  (a).  In  a  case,  like  the  present  one,  which  came 
before  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.  but  which  is  not  reported, 
the  Wife  was  allowed  to  wave  her  right  to  a  Settlement* 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Treslove  for  the  Defendants,  cited 
Thompson  v.  Attfield  (i).  Ex  parte  Gardner  (c),  Colman  v. 
Sarrel  (d),  and  Pulvertoji  v.  Pulvertoft  (e). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

It  is  now  fully  settled  that,  after  the  order  of  this 
Court  for  the  Husband  to  lay  a  proposal  before  the  Mas^ 
ter,  if  the  Wife  die  while  the  matter  rests  in  proposal, 
without  waving  her  right  to  a  Settlement,  the  Settle- 
ment must  be  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  Children : 
but  if  the  Wife  thinks  fit,  after  order  made,  while 
the  matter  rests  in  proposal,  to  wave  the  Settlement, 
she  may  give  the  property  to  the  Husband,  and  thereby 
defeat  the  Interests  of  the  Children.    The  question 
is  whether  there  is  a  substantial  difference  between 
a  proposal  made  under  the  usual  order,  and  the  Agree- 
ment of  the   Husband,  which  is  found  in  this  case. 
It  is  first  observed  in  the  Argument  for  the  Plain* 
tiff»  that  the  Agreement  here  is  merely  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Wife,   and  not  for  the  Children,  and,   there- 
fore, the  Children  are  here  out  of  the  question.    To 
try  this,  let  it  be  supposed  that  the  Wife  did  not 

(a)  10  Ves.  84 ;  &  13.  1.     {h)  1  Vera  40. 
(c)  3  Vcz.  671.    (d)  1  Ves.  J.  50.    (e)  18  Vea.  84, 
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1827.         wave  this  Agreement,  and  that  the  Court  was  called* 
"        '     upon  to  carry  it  into  execution,  must  not  the  Court 
sNNER        consider  this  Agreement  as  a  mere  substitution  for 
^      '  the  equity  of  the  Wife,  and  consequently  extend  the  be- 

nefit of  the  Settlement  to  the  Children  of  the  Marriage? 
To  try  this  furdier,  let  it  be  supposed  that  the  Wife  had 
died,  leaving  Children,  without  doing  any  act  to  wave 
this  Agreement,  and  that  a  Bill  had  been  filed,  by  the 
Children  against  the  Father,  to  give  effect  to  the  Agree- 
ment, must  not  the  Court  in  that  case  also  consider  the 
Agreement  as  a  substitution  for  the  Wife's  Equity,  and 
decree  in  favour  of  the  Children  ?  If  these  conclusions 
be  correct,  then  the  consideration  is,  whether  the  Mo- 
ther can  be  permitted,  by  her  Consent  in  Court,  to  de- 
prive her  Children  of  the  benefit  of  this  Agreement. 
The  only  Case  in  point  which  touches  this  question  is 
the  Case  cited  of  ex  parte  Gardner,  before  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  where,  under  an  Order  of  the  Court  directing  a 
Settlement,  Proposals  were  given  in  and  signed  by  the 
Husband  and  the  Wife,  which  Lord  Hardwicke  consi- 
dered as  Articles  of  Agreement,  to  the  benefit  of  which 
Children  were  entitled  ;  and  although  there  were  no 
Children  at  the  time  of  the  application  to  the  Court,  he 
would  not  permit  the  Wife  to  wave  the  benefit  of  Ar- 
ticles by  reason  of  the  possibility  of  future  Children. 
It  is  true  that  Children  were  expressly  mentioned  in  the 
Proposals,  but,  for  the  reasons  already  stated,!  consider 
the  omission  as  to  Children  in  the  present  Agreement, 
makes  no  difference.    It  is  said  that  a  Case  like  the 
present  came  before  Sir  fV.  Grant,  and  that  he  per- 
mitted the  Wife  to  wave  the  Agreement :  but,  the  Case 
not   being   in   print,  I   am  neither  acquainted   with 
the  particular  (acts  of  the  Case,  nor  with  die  reasons 
upon   Whic(h  Sir    W,  Grant  proceeded.     Wher^  the 
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Agreement  of  the  Husband  is  carried  into  effect  by 
the  execution  of  a  proper  Deed,  it  is  not  argued  that 
the  Wife  can  then  wave  it :  and,  upon  principle  and 
by  analogy,  it  should  seem  that,  in  equity,  there  is  no 
distinction  between  the  Agreement  and  the  Deed. 
Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  come  to  the  conclusion, 
that  this  is  an  Agreement  which  enures  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Children,  and  would  be  executed  in  this  Court 
upon  a  Bill  filed  by  them,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be 
waved  by  the  Wife. 


1827. 
Frnner 

V. 

Taylor. 


BENGOUGH  v.  EDRIDGE.  1846: 

7th,  8th  &  gth 

HeURY  BENGOVGH,  Esq.  by  his  WiU,  dated  the      ^  ^^^j 

1.       ./.      r  and  12th  Aug,; 

9th  of  Apnl  1818,  gave  to  his  wife,  Joanna  Bengough,   7th  November; 

an  annuity  of  4,000  /.  for  her  life,  to  be  paid  by  his  5^  December. 
Trustees,  out  of  the  income  of  all  his  Real  and  Per- 
sonal Estates ;  and  dhrected  that,  immediately  after  his 
decease,  the  sum  of  1,000  7.  should  be  paid  to  her,  by 
bis  Executors,  in  discharge  of  a  Bond  entered  into  by 
him  previously  to  and  in  consideration  of  their  Mar* 
riage.    He  likewise  gave  her  all  his  Household  Goods 

and  Furniture,  Honshold  and  other  linen,  Plate,  China,  Performed  after 

^  ,  •     the  expiration 

Prints,  Wines,  Spirits  and  other  Liquors,  and  all  his  of  a  term  in 

and  her  Watches  and  Wearing  Apparel,    of   every  gross  of  twenty 
description,  and  his  Chariot  and  Horses,  and  Harness  decease^  o?  the 
a&d  Stable  Furniture.  And  he  abo  gave  to  her,  for  her  Survivor  of 
life,  his  Dwelling  House  in   Saint  Jame^s  Square,  J^^J"^'|J^ 
Bristol^  and,  after  her  decease,  to  the  Reverend  Charles  were  liviuff  at 
Imcos  Edrit^,  Arthur  Calmer  the  younger,  the  Rev,  ^®  Testator's 
Ornki  Cadett  Edridge  and  George  Wright,  their  Heirs  J^i^T'  ^ 

The  word  <*  hereinafter''  construed  '*  herein/' 


1827: 
16th  January. 

Devise* 

Perpetuity. 

Construction. 

Trusts  to  be 
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1 827.  and  Assigns,  upon  Trust,  at  any  time  within  seven  yeari 

after  the  decease  of  his  Wife,  or  as  they  should  think 
proper  and  most  advantageous,  to  sell  the  same  :  and  he 
Edridge        directed  that  the  Monies  to  be  produced  by  the  Sale 

should  sink  into,  and  become  part  of  his  general  Per- 
sonal Estate;  and  he  also  directed  that,  after  the 
decease  of  his  Wife  and  until  the  Hereditaments  directed 
to  be  sold  should  be  sold,  the  Rents  and  Profits  thereof 
should  be  paid  and  applied  to  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
persons  who  would,  under  his  will  and  the  Trusts  therein 
declared,  be  entitled  to  the  Income  of  the  Monies  to 
be  produced  by  the  Sale  of  the  same  Hereditaments, 
in  case  such  Sale  had  been  then  actually  made,  and  in 
the  same  shares  and  proportions.  Also  he  gave  to  the 
same  four  Persons,  their  Heirs  and  Assigns,  his  Mes- 
suage or  Mansion  House,  called  Penn  Parky  with  the 
Gardens,  Coach-houses,  Stables  and  other  Appurte- 
nances thereto,  situate  at  Charlton,  in  the  parish  of 
Westbury-upofirTrym,  in  the  County  of  Gloucester ,  and 
all  his  Farms,  Messuages,  Lands  and  Hereditaments, 
situate  in  the  Parish  of  Westbury-upou'Trym,  and  also 
in  the  Parishes  of  Henhury  and  Filton^  in  the  County 
of  Gloucester,  as  well  in  his  own  occupation  as  in  the 
tenure  or  occupation  of  any  Tenant  or  Tenants ;  and 
also  all  his  Messuages,  Farms,  Lands,  Tenements, 
Woods  and  Hereditaments  in  the  Parishes  of  Horton, 
Yate,  Berkeley,  Hawkesbury  and  Iron  Acton,  or  else- 
where in  the  County  of  Gloucester,  and  in  the  P^ishes 
of  Pembridge  and  Kimbolion,  or  elsewhere  in  the  County 
of  Hertford,  and  all  the  Messuages,  Farms,  Lands  and 
Hereditaments  which  he  had  agreed  to  purchase,  and 
which  should  not  have  been  conveyed  to  him  at  the 
time  of  his  decease ;  and  all  other  the  Messuages^ 
farms,  Lands,  Teneinents  and  Real  Estate^  whatsoever 
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end  wheresoever  situate,  belonging  to  him,  either  at  tS^j. 

Law  or  in  Equity,  or  over  which  he  had  any  power  of  '  v— ^ 
«p(>blntment  or  other  disposition,  or  in  which  he  had  any  Benooug  h 
devisable  Estate  or  Interest,  (except  his  Estate,  Right  ^ 
and  Interest  in  such  Real  Estate  as  he  had  thereinafter 
devised  to  other  persons),  to  hold  all  the  said  several 
Estates,  Lands  and  Hereditaments  so  by  him  devised  to 
the  said  four  persons  (except  his  said  Messuage  and 
Hereditaments  in  Saint  James*s  Square  aforesaid)  unto 
and  to  the  use  of  them,  their  Heirs  and  Assigns  for  ever, 
upon  Trust;  as  to  his  Messuage  or  Mansion  House, 
called  Penn  Park,  and  the  Gardens,  Coach-houses,  Sta- 
bles, Buildings,  and  Appurtenances  thereto,  and  such 
of  his  Lands  or  Grounds  as  he  himself  held  and  occupied 
with  that  Messuage  or  Mansion  House,  and  which  were 
all  situate  in  the  Parish  of  Henbury,  to  permit  and 
suffer  his  Wife  to  reside  in  and  occupy  the  same  during 
her  natural  life ;  and  upon  Trust,  after  her  decease,  out 
of  the  Rents,  Income  and  Profits  of  all  his  said  Trust 
Estates  thereby  devised  (except  his  Messuage  and 
Hereditaments  in  St.  Jame^S'^qtiare  aforesaid),  to  retain 
an  Annuity  of  300/.,  during  the  natural  life  of  his 
Neph«w  George  Bengough,  and  to  pay  it  to  his  said 
Nephew  George  Bengough,  during  his  life ;  and,  upon 
further  Trust,  after  the  decease  of  his  said  Wife, 
out  of  the  Rents,  Income  and  Profits  of  his  said  Trust 
Estates,  to  retain  an  Annuity  of  200/.  during  the 
natural  life  of  his  Nephew  Henry  Bengough,  and  pay  it 
to  his  Nephew  Henry  Bengough,  during  his  life ;  and^ 
subject  to  the  payment  of  those  respective  Annuities, 
and  otherwise  subject  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  upon 
Trust,  that  the  Trustees  should,  from  time  to  time 
during  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  to  be  computed 
from  the  day  of  his  decease,  receive  the  Rents,  Issues 


BENGOU6H 

Edridok. 
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and  Profits  of  all  his  real  Estates  devised  to  them  m 
Trust  as  aforesaid,  and^  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
Annuities  of  4,000 /.,  300/.  and  200  L,  from  time  to  time 
during  the  continuaBce  of  the  term  of  twenty-one 
years,  lay  out  and  invest  the  Monies  to  arise  from  such 
Rents,  Issues  and  Profits  in  the  purchase  of  Freehold 
Estates  of  inheritance,  in  fee-simple,  in  EMghmd,  as 
oflen  as  there  should  be  a  Surplus  in  hand  arising  from 
the  receipt  of  such  Rents,  Issues  and  Profits,  amoimt- 
ing  to  the  sum  of  1,500/.,  after  paying  the  Annuity  of 
4,000/.,  either  obt  of  the  Rents  of  his  real  Estates,  or 
out  of  the  Income  of  his  personal  Estate,  or  out  of  both 
those  Funds,  and  also  after  paying  the  Annuitiea  of 
300/.  and  200/.  out  of  the  Rents  of  his  real  Estates; 
and  he  directed  that  such  Freehold  Estates  of  Inherit- 
ance so  to  be  purchased  should,  from  time  to  time,  be 
conveyed  and  assured  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the 
Trustees  for  the  time  being  of  his  Will,  upon  the  same 
Trusts,  and  for  the  same  ends,  intents  and  purposes, 
and  subject  to  the  same  powers,  provisoes  and  ^condi- 
tions as  were  thereinafier  limited  and  expressed  con- 
cerning the  Messuages,  Lands,  Tenements,  Estates  and 
Hereditaments  by  him  thereinbefore  devised  mito  and 
to  the  use  of  the  said  Trustees,  their  Heirs  and  Assigns : 
and  he  directed  that  his  Trustees  should  never  permit 
a  larger  sum  than  500  /.,  arising  from  the  Rents  and 
Profits  of  his  real  Estates,  to  remain  at  any  one  time 
in  the  hands  of  any  Banker;  but  that,  when  th^e 
ahould  be  500/.  in  hand,  it  should  be  kud  out  in  the 
purohase  of  Three  per  cent  Consolidated  Bank 
Annuities,  in  the  names  of  the  Trustees  for  the 
time  being,  until  a  convenient  purchase  could  be  found : 
and  he  directed  that  the  Interest,  Dividends  and  In- 
come of  such  Bank  Annuities  should,  during  the  term 
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pf  twenty-one  years,  and  no  longer,  accumulate,  in  the 
Aame  manner,  and  for  the  same  purposes  as  the  Rents 
and  Profits  of  his  real  Estates,  so  to  be  purchased  as 
before  mentioned,  were  by  him  directed  to  accumulate. 

And  as  to  all  the  Truat  Estates  and  Hereditaments 
by  him  devised  as  aforesaid  (except  his  Messuage  and 
Hereditaments  in  St.  James' s-square)  upon  Trust  that 
the  Trustees  should  retain  and  stand  possessed  of  them 
during  the  term  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years,  to 
commence  from  his  death,  if  his  Nephews  George  Ben^ 
gough  and  Henry  Bengaugh,  his  Nephew  James  Ben- 
goughf  his  Great  Nephews  Henry  Ricketts,  the  younger, 
cmd  lUckard  Richetts^   the  younger,  his  Niece  Ann 
Ekzabetii  Bengoughj  his  Great  Niece  Arm  Ricketts,  the 
younger,  thereinafter  named,  the  Ten  Children  then 
living  Off  Charles   Lucas   Edridge  (for   whose   names 
<i  blank  was  left  in  the  Will),  and  the  Eleven  Children 
then  living  of  Arthur  Palmer j  (whose  names  were  men- 
tioned^) or  any  or  either  of  his  said  Nephews  and  Niece, 
and  Great  Nephews  and  Great  Niece,  or  any  or  either 
of  the  -said  several  Children  of  the  said  Charles  Lucas 
Edridge  and  Arthur  Palmer,  should  so  long  live,  and 
also  during  the  term  of  twenty  years,  to  be  computed 
from  the  expiration  or  other  sooner  determination  of 
the  term  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years,  nevertheless 
in  Trust  for  the  person  and  persons  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, and  for  the  respective  times  thereinsifter  ex- 
pfeased,  (that  is  to  say,)  upon  Trust  for  his  Nephew 
'George  Bengough  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  if  he 
rfioald  so  long  live,  and  the  terms  of  one  hundred  and 
twenty  years  and  twenty  years,  or  either  of  them, 
ahenld  so  long  continue ;  and,  after  the  determination 
of  the  term  of  4iinety^niae  yeara,   In   tniat  for  the 
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firsty  second,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  and  all  an^ 
every  other  and  subsequent  born  Sons  of  the  same 
George  Bengough^  successively,  according  to  the  priority 
of  their  births ;  and,  after  the  determination  of  the 
Estate  and  Interest  of  each  of  the  same  Sons  respec- 
tively, and  also,  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  should 
require,  afler  the  determination  of  the  Estate  of  any 
person  taking  from  time  to  time  under,  or  as  answering 
the  description  of  Heir  Male  of  his  Body,  In  trust  for 
the  person  who,  for  the  time  being,  and  from  time  to 
time,  should  answer  the  description  of  Heir  Male  of  his 
body,  or  who,  in  case  of  the  death  of  his  Parent,  if  such 
death  had  taken  place,  would  be  Heir  Male  of  his  body 
under  an  Estate  Tail  limited  to  the  same  Son  and  the 
Heirs  Male  of  his  body,  to  hold  to  the  same  Son  or 
Person  respectively  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  if 
the  same  Son  or  Person  should  so  long  live,  and  the  said 
terms  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  and  twenty  years,  or 
either  of  them,  should  so  long  continue,  every  elder  of 
the  same  Sons,  and  the  person  who  for  the  time  being 
and  from  time  to  time  should  answer,  or,  in  case  of  the 
death  of  his  Parent,  if  such  death  had  taken  place,  would 
answer  the  description  of  Heir  Male  of  his  body,  to  be 
preferred  before  every  younger  of  the  same  Sons  and  the 
person  who,  for  the  time  being,  should  answer,  or,  in 
case  of  the  death  of  his  Parent,  if  such  death  had  taken 
place,  would  answer  the  description  of  Heir  Male  of  his 
body ;  and,  after  the  determination  of  the  respective 
Estates  and  Interests  of  the  first  and  every  other  sub-* 
sequent  bom  Sons  of  the  same  George  Bengough,  and  of 
the  person  who,  for  the  time  being,  should  be,  or  who-, 
in  case  of  the  death  of  his  Parent,  would  be  Heir  Male 
of  the  body  of  the  same  Sons  respectively,  then  in  trust 
for  his  said  Nephew  Henry  Bengough,  for  a  term  of 
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of  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  and  the  said 
terms  of  120  years  and  twenty  years^  or  either  of  them^ 
should  so  long  continue :  And,  after  the  determination 
of  thelast^mentioned  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  in  trust 
for  the  first,  second,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  and  all  and 
every  other  subsequent  bom  Son  of  Henry  Bengough, 
successively,  according  to  the  priority  of  their  births ; 
and,  after  the  determination  of  the  Estate  and  Interest  of 
each  of  the  same  Sons  of  Henry  Bengough  respectively ; 
and  also,  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  should  require, 
after  the  determination  of  the  Estate  of  any  person  taking 
from  time  to  time  under  or  as  answering  the  description  of 
Heir  Male  of  his  body.  In  trust  for  the  person  who,  for 
the  time  being,  and  fit)m  time  to  time,  should  answer 
the  description  of  Heir  Male  of  his  body,  or  who,  in 
case  of  the  death  of  his  Parent,  if  such  death  had  taken 
place,  would  be  the  Heir  Male  of  his  body  under  an 
Estate  Tail  limited  to  the  same  Son  and  the  Heirs  Male 
of  his  body,  to  hold  to  the  same  Son  of  Henry  Ben- 
gough  or  person  respectively,  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine 
years  if  the  same  Son  or  Person  respectively  should  so 
long  live,  and  the  terms  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years 
and  twenty  years,  or  either  of  them,  should  so  long  con- 
tinue, every  elder  of  the  same  Sons,  and  the  Person 
who,  for  the  time  being,  and  from  time  to  time,  should 
answer,  or,  in  case  of  the  death  of  his  Parent,  if  such 
death  had  taken  place,  would  answer  the  description  of 
Heir  Male  of  his  body,  to  be  preferred  before  every 
yoonger  of  the  same  Sons  and  the  person  who  for  the 
time  being  should  answer,  or,  in  case  of  the  death  of 
his  Parent,  if  such  death  had  taken  place,  would  an- 
swer the  description  of  Heir  Male  of  his  body :  (The 
Testator  then  made  successive  limitations,  during  the 
terms  of  one  himdred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty 
Vol.  I.  o 
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years^  to  hia  Nephew  James  Bengough,  his  great 
Nephews  Hertfy  Ricketts,  the  younger,  and  Richard 
RkkettSy  the  younger,  his  Niece  Ann  Elizabeth  Betif 
gough,  and  his  great  Niece  Ann  Ricketts,  the  younger, 
respectively,  and  to  their  respective  first  and  other  sub- 
sequent bom  Sons,  and  to  the  persons  who,  for  the 
time  being  should  be,  or  who,  in  case  of  the  death  of 
their  respective  Parents,  would  be  Heirs  Male  of  such 
Sons  respectively,  similar  to  the  Limitations  before 
stated  to  have  been  made  to  George  and  Henry  Be«* 
gough^  and  to  their  first  and  other  subsequent  bom 
Sons,  and  to  the  Person  who  for  the  time  being  should 
be,  or  who,  in  case  of  the  death  of  his  Parent,  would'  be 
Heir  Male  of  the  body  of  the  same  Sons  respectively 
except  that  he  directed  that  the  Estates  of  Hemy 
Ricketts  the  younger,  and  Richard  Ricketts  the  younger^ 
and  of  their  respective  Sons,  and  of  the  Persons  or 
Person  answering  the  description  of  Heirs  Male  or  Heir 
Male  of  their  respective  bodies  should  cease,  if  he  or  they, 
for  the  time  being,  should  refuse  to  take  the  Surname 
and  bear  the  Arms  of  Bengough  only,  after  he  or  they 
should  respectively  become  entitled  to  the  receipt  of  the 
Income  of  the  Trust  Estates,  and  that  the  Estates  of 
Ann  Elizabeth  Bengoughj  and  Ann  Ricketts  the  younger, 
and  of  their  respective  Husbands,  and  of  the  first  and 
other  Sons^  and  of  the  Persons  answering  the  descrip- 
tion of  Heirs  Male  of  their  respective  bodies^  should 
respectively  cease,  if  he  or  they,  for  the  time  beui^ 
should  refuse  to  take  the  Surname  and  bear  the  Arma 
of  Bengough  only,  after  l^e  or  they  respectivdy  akould 
become  entitled  to  the  receipt  of  the  Income  of  the  Trust 
Estates:)  And,  after  the  detennination  of  the  respective 
Estates  and  Interests  of  the  first  «nd  other  subaequeat 
bom  Sons  of  the  said  jinn  Rkketts^  the  younger,  and  of 
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tbe  pmion  who^  for  the  time  beings  shduld  be>  or  who,  18-2% 

in  eaae  of  the  <kfttth  of  his  parent,  would  be  Heir  Male  of     ""     "      " 
the  body  of  the  same  Sons  respectlvcfly,  then  in  Trust     J^eHoougu 
for  the  person  or  persons  respectively  who,  for  the  tim^ 
being,  and,  from  time  to  time^  should  answer  the  descrip* 
tion  of  the  Testator's  Heir,  or  right  Heirs-«t-LaW,  and, 
if  there  should  be  more  than  one,  in  the  same  shares  as 
tliey  would  be  entitled  to  a  Rett!  £state  descending 
from  him  as  tbe  first  purehasefT  thereof,  and  vesting  in 
Itim  or  them  as  hie  tight  Heirs,  to  hold  to  the  Same  per- 
son or  persons  respeotively,  and,  if  more  than  one,  as 
tenants  in  eossmoB,  a^  to  each  6f  the  some  persons^ 
lespectively,  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  ff  the 
sUftie^  person  should  so  long  Kve,  a»d  the  iistid  terms 
of  one  hundred  «m1  twenty  years  and  twenty  years,  or 
either  of  ttem,  shonld  so    long  continue:    And  he 
directed  (iiat  each  of  the  terns  of  ninetj^nine  years 
shotild  commenee  and  be  oonipnted  from  the  time  when 
tte  person  or  persons  respectively  to  whom  th^  same 
terias-were  Umited,  should  become  entitled  to  the  in^ 
come  of  any  part  of  his  Trust  Estates  under  the  Limita* 
lions  or  Trusts  therein  contained ;  and  that,  in  case  the 
limitatiunB  or  Tnftsts  thereinbefore  contained  to  or  m 
finromr  of  persons  mibom,  oould  not  take  effect  precisely 
iirdie  order  ia  which  they  tirere  dk«cled to  t«be  place, 
said  there  should,  consoqdc^df ,  be  any  suspension  of 
tbe  beiMfidal  ownership  by  reason  that  l9ie  persons 
eviitled  to  tadte  under  the  sumie  limitations  or  trusts 
should  not  be  then  bom,  tllen  the  income  of  his  said 
dtofised  Trust  Estates  shoMd,  during  such  suspension 
of  ownership,  belong,  to  t3te  person  or  persons  for  tihe 
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ai^  Aonttuno  to  ti«S6/  h^6  been  entitled  to  the  next  - 
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Ettftte  in  remainder,  subject  neTerthdess  to  tlie  i^ht 
of  any  perMm  or  penons  to  be  afterwards  bom,  and 
wbo  wonld  bave  been  mtitled  under  any  prior  liiH^ 
taticm  <»' Trust,  to  bave  reoeiTe  and  take  tbeincone  of 
bis  TVost  Estates,  frcmibisyber,  or  tbeir  actoalbiitli  or 

respectiTe  iMrtbs. 

And  be  directed  tbat,  after  tbe  determination  of  die 
terms  of  (me  bnndred  and  twenty  years  and  tweu^ 
years,  bis  Trust  Estates  sbould  be  settled,  ccmveyed  and 
awured«  by  bis  tben  Trustee  or  Trustees  tbereo^  to  and 
upon  sucb  pers<m  or  persons,  as  would,  at  tbat  time,  be 
entitled  to  tbe  same,  eitber  by  purcbase  or  descent,  for 
tbe  first  or  immediate  Estate  or  Estates  for  life,  in  tail^ 
or  in  fee  tb^ein,  if  tbe  same  Trust  Estates  bad  been, 
by  bis  will,  derised,  settled  or  assured,  to  tbe  use  of  bia 
nepbew  George  Ber^augk^  and  bis  Assigns,  for  bis  life, 
witb  remainder  to  bis  first  and  otber  Sons,  snocessiydy, 
according  to  tbe  priority  of  tbeir  birtbs,  in  Tail  Male, 
witb  remainder  to  bis  nepbew  Hemy  JBeNgos^  and 
bis  Assigns,  for  bis  life,  witb  remainder  to  bis  first  and 
otber  sons  successiFely,  according  to  tbe  priority  of 
tbeir  birtbs,  in  Tail  Male,  witb  similar  remainders  in 
succession  to  bis  nepbew  James  Betigtmgh,  bis  great 
nepbew  Hemy  RickMs  tbe  younger,  bis  great  nepbew 
Riehard  Bickeits^  tbe  younger,  bis  Kiece  Anm  EUxabeik 
Bengough^  bis  great  Niece,  Ann  RickeUs,  tbe  younger, 
and  tbeir  Sons,  respectirely,  witb  a  proriso  for  tbe* 
Cesser  of  tbe  Estate  of  fiisiiy  BickM$  tbe  younger,  and 
Richard  RkkeUs  tbe  younger,  and  tbeir  respecfife  first 
and  other  Sons,  and  tbe  Heirs  Male  of  their  respectiTe 
bodies,  who  for  the  time  should  refose  to  take  tbe  sur- 
name and  bear  the  arms  of  Bengomgh  only,  after  be  or 
they  should  respectirely  become  entitled  to  the  receipt 
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of  the  said  income,  and  also  for  the  Cesser  of  the  Estate 
otAnnEtixabethBengough  and  Atm  RkkeUs,  the  younger^ 
and  their  respectiFe  Husbands,  and  the  first  and  other 
Sons  of  their  respective  bodies,  who,  for  the  time  being 
shonld  refose  to  take  the  snmame  and  bear  the  arms  of 
Bengough  only,  after  he  or  they  respectively  should 
become  entitled  to  the  receipt  of  the  said  income,  with 
reversion  to  his  own  right  heirs :  And  he  further  directed 
that  the  person  or  persons  to  whom  such  Conveyances 
should  be  made  should  have  such  Estate  in  the  Trust 
Estates  as  he  or  they  would,  at  that  time,  be  entitled  to 
take  under  the  said  limitations,  if  the  same  Limitations 
were  actually  made  by  his  will,  and  with  the  same  or 
like  remainders  over  as  if  the  Trust  Estates,  had  been 
devised  by  his  will,  in  manner  aforesaid,,  or  aanear  thereto 
as  might  be,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case  and  the 
rules  of  Law  and  Equity  would  permit,  yet  nevertheless 
that  no  snch  person  should  have  or  be  entitled  to  a 
vested  Estate,  or  any  other  than  a  contingent  Interest, 
until  the  ex|^ration  or  sooner  determination  of  the  tecma 
of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty  years ; 
And  he  declared  that  such  limitations  were  introduced 
into  his  will  only  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
oI||ects  to.  whom  such  Conveyances  should  be  made,  and 
not  for  the  purpose  of  making  any  immediate  devise  or 
gift  to,  or  raising  any  immediate  or  present  Estate,  by 
way  of  Trust  or  otherwise,  for  them ;  on  the  contrary  there-^ 
of,  he  directed  that,  during  the  terms  of  one  hundred  and 
twenty  years  and  twenty  years  no  person  or  persons, 
shonld  be  entitled,  at  Law  or  in  Equity,  to  any  beneficial 
Estate  in  his  Trust  Estates,  or  the  income  thereof^  byway 
of  vested  interest,  for  any  longer  period  than  ninety-nine< 
years,  determinable  as  before  mentioned ;  and  that^  in  thot 
aventa  and  in  the  mode  thereinbefore  expressed.  Heirs: 
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or  Heirs  of  the  body  should  be  entit}ed  to  take,  in  the 
^^t  instance,  and  as  purchasers  in  their  own  righii 
And  he  directed  that  if,  at  any  time  during  the 
terms  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty 
years,  each  or  either  of  the  Male  Persons  who,  for  the 
time  being,  should  be  entitled  to  the  Income  of  his 
Trust  Estates,  should  require  the  same,  it  should  be 
lawful  for  his  Trustees  to  convey  and  assure  to  such 
Person  the  Trust  Estates,  or  such  one  of  the  same,  or 
Part  or  Share  thereof,  as  he  should  be  entitled  to  under 
the  Trusts  or  Limitations  thereinbefore  contamed,  for 
an  Estate  of  Freehold,  for  the  life  of  the  same  person, 
so  as  to  give  him  or  her  an  Estate  of  Freehold,  instead 
of  an  Estate  for  ninety-nine  years  :  and  he  empowered 
his  Trustees,  during  the  terms  of  one  hundred  and 
twenty  years  and  twenty  years,  with  the  consent  of  the^ 
persons  who,  for  the  time  being,  should  be  entitled  to 
the  Rents  of  his  Trust  Estates,  under  the  limitatioBB 
therein  <)ontained  in  Trust  for  tbem  respectively,  to 
lease  his  Trust  Estates  for  fourteen  years:  and  he 
empoweted  his  Nephews  and  great  Nephews,  and  their 
descendants,  when  they  should  be  entitled  to  the  Income 
of  his  Trust  Estates,  to  jointure  their  wives  out  of  the 
Trust  Estates,  to  the  extent  of  400/.  a  year:  and  he 
authorized  his  Trustees,  with  the  consent  of  the  persona 
who,  for  the  time  being,  should  be  entitled  to  the  Rents 
ef  his  said  Trust  Estates  under  the  limitations  of  his 
Will,  to  sell  or  exchange  the  Trust  Estates;  and  be 
also  empowered  them  to  repaur  his  Trust  Estates,  and 
to  cut  Timber  therefrom,  and  to  employ  Stewards 
Bailiffs  and  Managers  for  the  same :  And  he  directed 
Aat,  if  any  contract  for  the  purchase  of  any  Heredita* 
meats  which  he  had  entered  into,  shcndd  not  be  oaut- 
pleted  at  his  death,  they  should  be  compkted  bj<  hia 
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t)ut  of  his  Personal  Estate,  ahd  that  the  Conreyances  *       ""^    ^^ 

ahould  be  made  to  them,  their  Heirs  and  Assigns  upon  BEKoouoit 

the  same  Trusts  as  were  declared  conceminGC  the  real  ^ 
Estates  before  devised  to  them. 


'  And  he  gave  all  his  printed  fiooks  and  Manuscripts 
df  every  description  to  his  Trustees,  in  Trust  to  permit 
diem  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  his  Wife,  during  her 
fife ;  and,  at  her  decease,  he  directed  that  they  should 
from  time  to  time  be  considered  Heir  Looms^  to  be  kept 
at  Penn  Park  House,  and  be  held  and  enjoyed  by  the 
person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled,  under  the 
Devises  or  Limitations  therein  contained^  to  his  Paternal 
Estates  in  the  parishes  of  Pembridge  and  Kimbolton. 

And  the  Testator,  after  giving  several  Legacies,  many 
of  which  he  directed  should  not  be  payable  until  after 
the  death  of  his  Widow,  and  also  some  Annuities,  gave 
to  his  Trustees,  their  Executors  and  Administrators,  all 
the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his  Stocks,  Funds, 
Monies,  Mortgages  and  Securities  for  Money,  and  sdl 
6ther  his  Goods,  Chattels  and  Personal  Estate  and  Effects 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  subject  to  the  payment  of 
his  just  Debts  and  Funeral  and  Testamentary  Expenses 
and  the  several  Legacies  aiid  Bequests  by  him,  in  and 
by  his  Will  given  and  bequeathed  as  aforesaid,  upon 
Thist  that  they  should  either  continue  his  Monies  upon 
the  Securities  upon  which  the  same  should  be  invested 
M  his  decease,  or  call  in  the  same,  and  sell  all  such 
parts  of  his  residuary  Estate  and  Effects  as  should  not 
consist  of  Money  or  Securities  for  Money:  And  he  di-* 
itcted  that,  during  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  to  be 
computed  from  the  day  of  his  decease,  the  Trusteed 
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for  the  time  being  of  his  Will  should  receive  the 
Dividends,  Interest  and  annnal  Income  of  all  his  resi- 
duary Estate  and  Effects,  and,  from  time  to  time  during 
such  term  of  twenty-one  years,  place,  lay  out  and 
invest  all  such  Dividends,  Interest  and  Income,  and 
the  accumulations  of  the  same,  in  the  names  of  the 
Trustees  for  the  time  being  of  his  Will,  either  in  the 
Three  per  cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  or  upon 
mortgages  of  Freehold  Hereditaments  in  Great  Briiamp 
of  a  clear  and  indefeasible  Estate  of  Inheritance 
in  Fee-simple,  as  they  should  think  proper,  as  an 
accumulating  Fund,  in  order  to  increase  the  prin- 
cipal  of  his  residuary  Estate  and  Effects  daring  such 
term  of  Twenty-one  Years,  and  should  with  all  conve- 
nient speed,  from  time  to  time  during  that  term,  lay 
out  and  invest  all  his  residuary  Estate  and  Effects, 
and  all  accumulations  thereof,  in  Purchases  of  Freehold 
Hereditaments  of  an  Estate  of  Inheritance  in  Fee-simple, 
in  England  or  JVaks,  when  eligible  Purchases  should 
arise,  which  Estates  so  to  be  purchased  should  be  con- 
veyed, imto  and  to  the  use  of  the  Trustees,  in  Fee,  upon 
the  same  Trusts,  Estates,  Uses,  Intents  and  Purposes, 
and  under  and  subject  to  such  and  the  same  and  the 
like  Powers,  Provisoes,  Charges,  Conditions,  Restric- 
tions and  Limitations,  as  were  by  him  thereinbefore 
declared  concerning  his  said  Estates  by  him  therein- 
before devised  to  them  in  Trust  as  thereinbefore  men- 
tioned, or  as  near  thereto  as  the  deaths  of  Parties,  the 
change  of  Interests,  and  other  circumstances  and  con- 
tingences,  would  admit ;  and  appointed  his  Trustees  ta 
be  Executors  of  his  Will. 


,   The  Testator  died  on  the  lotb  of  April  idi8,  leaving. 
Gefirge  Bengough  his  Heir-at-law,  and  Henry  Bengoughg, 
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Joamu  Bengoughp  Henry  Bicketts  the  younger,  Richard 
BieketU  the  yoanger,  Afin  Elizabeth  Bengot^h,  and  Ann 
Bicketts  the  yoonger,  and  idso  his  Widow,  and  his 
Trustees  and  Executors  surviving  him* 

The  Phuntiff  and  his  Brothers  and  Sister,  and  Ann 
Bick^ts,  Widow,  the  Testator's  Sister,  were  his  only 
next  of  Kin  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Shortly  after 
the  death  of  the  Testator,  Charles  Lucas  Edridge, 
Arthur  Palmer,  and  Charles  CadeU  Edridge,  proved  the 
Will ;  but  George  Wright  renounced  the  Probate  of  it, 
and  executed  a  Deed  of  Disclaimer,  as  to  the  real 
Estates,  to  the  other  Trustees. 

On  the  loth  of  June  1821  Mrs.  Bef^ough  died.  The 
Bill  was  filed  by  the  Testator's  Nephew,  George  Ben-' 
gough,  (who  had  no  Son  bom),  against  the  acting  Trus- 
tees  and  Executors,  and  also  against  Henry  and  James 
Bengough,  Henry  and  Richard  Bicketts,  Ann  Elizabeth 
Bef^ough,w[id  Ann  Bicketts,  none  of  whom  had  a  Son, 
and  certain  Persons  named  Cadell  and  LuneU,  'who 
were  the  Personal  Representatives  of  Ann  Bicketts,  the 
Testator's  Sister,  who  died  in  i8ig ;  and,  after  setting 
forth  the  Will  and  other  circumstances  before  mentioned, 
it  stated  that,  under  the  Will,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
(if  all  the  Trusts  thereof  were  valid)  to  the  real  Estates 
devised  by  the  Testator  upon  the  Trusts  aforesaid,  for 
a  term  of  Ninety-nine  years,  (if  the  Plaintiff  should  so 
long  live),  to  commence  from  the  death  of  the  Testator^ 
Vat  subject  to  the  Trust  for  the  Trustees  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof,  for  the  term  of  Twenty-one 
years,  to  be  laid  out  as  in  the  Will  was  mentioned; 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  also  entitled,  for  the  residue 
of  a  Vik^,  ievok,  to  the  Freehold  Estates  of  Inheritance 
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to  be  poseluiMd  with  the  Testator's  residtuury  Petsottd 
Property^  and  with  the  sccmrailstions  thereof,  svlgect 
to  the  TVasts  for  the  TVostees  to  reoeiTe  the  reals  end 
profits  of  the  Freehold  Estates  of  Inhmtance  so  pur- 
chased, for  Twenty-one  years,  to  be  laid  out  in  the 
Parctiase  of  other  Freehold  Estates  of  Inheritanoe,  to 
be  settled  to  the  same  nses  as  the  Estates  devised  fay 
the  Will;  and  that  the  Trustees  on^t,  during  the  term 
%{  Twenty-one  years  firom  the  death  of  the  Testator,  to 
lay  out  the  Rents  and  Prints  of  the  Estates  so  devised 
to  them  in  Trust  as  aforesaid,  in  the  purchase  of  Fre^ 
hold  Estates  of  Inheritance  in  Emgkmd  or  Wmles,  as 
often  as  they  should  have  receiTed  the  sum  of  1,500/* 
from  such  Rents  and  Profits,  after  pa3nment  of  the 
Annuities  to  the  Plaintiff  and  Iknry  Ba^omgh^  which 
were  charged  upon  the  devised  Estates,  in  case  those 
Annuities  should  become  payable  during  the  term  of 
Twenty-one  years,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled, 
under  the  Will,  for  a  term  of  Ninety-nine  yeaia^  if  he 
should  so  long  live,  to  be  computed  from  the  death  of 
the  Testator,  to  the  immediate  possession  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  Freehold  Estates  so  to  be  purchased  with 
the  Monies  arising  from  the  Rents  and  Profiits  of  the 
devised  Estates,  and,  in  case  the  Rents  and  Profits  of 
the  derised  Estates  should  not  be  laid  out  when  they 
should  amount  to  1,500/.,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  Interest  and  IXiidends  of  sudi  sum 
of  1,500/.  from  the  time  the  said  Rents  and  P^fits 
amounted  to  such  sum  until  the  same  should  be  kdd 
out  in  the  purchase  of  Freehold  Estates  as  aforesaid: 
b«l,  if  the  limitations  subsequent  to  Ae  LiferEstata 
to  the  Plaintiff  and  his  first  Son  were  void,  the  Plains 
tiff  was  entitled,  subject  to  those  Estates  and  the 
Trust  for  acoumdation,  as  a  resulting  Thnt  io  the 
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(aetalor'B  Hciir-tti-Law,  to  his  Real  Estates,  and  to  the 
Bstates  to  be  purchased  with  his  residuary  Personal 
Estate,  or  to  a  share  thereof^  as  one  of  the  next  of 
Kin.  And  the  Bill  charged  that  there  was  no  direction 
in  the  Will  for  the  accumulation  of  the  Rents  and 
Profits  of  the  Freehold  Estates  to  be  purchased,  or 
that  the  Trustees  should  receive  such  Rents  and  Pro- 
fits, but  that  the  Testator  intended  to  give  t6  the 
Plaintiff  the  immediate  enjoyment  of  the  Freehold 
Estates  so  to  be  purchased,  with  the  Rents  and  Profits 
of  the  devised  Estates ;  and  that,  under  the  Will,  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the  whole  of  the  Rents 
and  Profits  of  the  devised  Estates  which  accrued 
during  the  life-time  of  Mrs.  Bengough,  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  annuity  of  4,000/.,  and,  after  her 
death,  the  residue  of  such  Rents  and  Profits,  after  pay- 
ment of  the  Annuities  of  300/.  and  900/.  to  the 
Plaintiff  and  Henry  Bengough^  applied,  as  often  as 
the  same  should  amount  to  1,500/.,  during  the  term  of 
twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  the  Testator,  in 
the  purchase  of  Freehold  Estates  of  Inheritance,  and 
to  be  let  into  the  possession  and  the  enjojrment  of  such 
Estates  as  soon  as  the  same  were  purchased,  for  a 
term  of  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,, 
to  be  computed  from  the  Testator's  death,  and  that,  in 
case  those  Rents  and  Profits  should  not,  immediately 
aa  they  amounted  to  1,500  /.,  be  laid  out  in  such  Pur^ 
chases,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  receive  the 
Interest  and  Dividends  arismg  firom  such  sum  of  1 ,500  /., 
until  the  same  should  be  so  laid  out.  The  Bill  prayed 
Uiat  the  Will  might  be  declared  to  be  well  proved,  and 
that  the  Trusts  thereof,  so  far  as  the  same  were  good 
in  Law,  might  be  decreed  to  be  carri^  into  execu^ 
lion ;  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  Per- 
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sonal  fiBtate  and  E&ds  of  the  Testator,  and  of  hb 
Funeial  and  Tettamentaiy  Expenses,  and  Dd>ta^  and 
Legacies  and  Annuities :  and  that  the  clear  Residoe  of 
the  Peiaonai  Estate  mi^t  be  iqpplied  njKm  the  Tipsts 
of  the  Willy  so  far  as  the  same  were  eflfectnal  in  Law; 
and,  as  £fur  as  the  same  were  ineffectnal  in  Law,  then 
to  soch  Peison  or  Persons  as  wonld,  in  sndi  case,  bf 
Law  be  entitled  thoeto :  and  diat  an  Accooni  might  be 
taken  of  the  Testator^s  Real  Estates,  and  of  the  Rents 
recetred  by  the  Trustees ;  and  that  what  shonld  be 
ibond  due  from  them  on  taking  that  Account  mi^t  be 
^plied  upon  the  Trusts  of  the  Will,  as  fiir  as  the  same 
were  good  in  Law ;  and  that  the  Court  would  be 
pleased  to  declare  how  far  the  Trusts  of  the  Real  and  Per- 
sonal Estate  were  good ;  and,  as  far  as  the  Trusts  were 
declared  to  be  void,  diat  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared 
to  be  entitled  to  the  Real  Estate :  but,  in  case  the 
Trusts  of  the  Will  should  be  considered  valid,  then  that 
such  of  the  Rents  and  Profits  of  the  Estates  devised 
to  the  Trustees  in  possession  as  accrued  during  the  life 
of  Mrs.  Bengaugh,  might  be  applied  in  the  Purchase  of 
Freehold  Estates  of  Inheritance  in  EngUmd  or  Wales, 
and  that  the  Annuities  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Henry  J3m- 
gough  might  be  paid  out  of  the  Rents  and  Profits  that 
had  accrued  and  should  accrue  after  her  death ;  and 
that  the  residue  thereof  might,  during  the  remainder 
of  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  be  also  applied  in  the 
purchase  of  Freehold  Estates  of  Inheritance  in  England 
or  Wales,  and  that  such  Estates,  when  purchased^ 
might  be  conveyed  to  the  Trustees  upon  the  Trusts 
declared  of  the  Estates  so  to  be  purchased ;  and  that, 
as  often  as  there  should  be  the  sum  of  1,500  /.  arising 
firom  the  Rents  and  Profits  of  the  devised  Estates,  it 
might  be  laid  out  in  such  Purchases  of  Freehold  Estates 
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•8  aforesaid,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared 
to  be  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  and  oDJoy- 
ment  of  the  said  Estates  so  to  be  purchased,  for  the 
term  of  ninety-nine  years,  if  the  Plaintiff  should  so 
long  ]xwe,  such  term  to  commence  or  be  computed  from 
the  death  of  the  Testator,  and  that,  in  case  the  said 
Bents  and  Profits  should  not,  as  soon  as  they  amounted 
to  1,500/.,  be  so  laid  out,  the  Plaintiff  might  be  de- 
clared entitled  to  the  Interest  and  Dividends  thereof 
from  the  time  the  same  amounted  to  1,500  /•  until  the 
same  should  be  laid  out  in  the  Purchase  of  Freehold  Es- 
tates ;  or  that,  in  case  the  same  Trusts  were  partly  valid 
and  partly  inyaUd,  then  that  proper  directions  might 
be  given  for  effectuating  such  of  the  Trusts  as  were 
valid,  and  for  declaring  and  effectuating  the  rights  of 
the  persons  entitled,  so  far  as  the  Trusts  were  invalid. 

One  question  in  this  cause  was,  whether  the  Trusts 
of  the  Will  were  not  void  for  remoteness.  The  other 
question  was,  whether  the  word,  '^  thereinafter "  ia 
the  Accumulation  clause,  was  not  to  be  construed 
''  therein." 
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Mr.  Piggpit,  for  the  Plaintiff,  opened  the  Pleadings; 
and,  it  having  been  arranged  that  the  Counsel  for 
the  Trustees  should  first  address  the  Court; 

Mr.  Preston,  for  two  of  the  Tmstees,  spoke  in 
substance  as  follows : — 
On  the  introduction  of  the  various  modifications  of 
Estates  made  through  the  medium  of  Uses  and  Trusts 
and  by  Executory  Devise  in  Wills,  it  was  held  that  the 
vesting  of  an  Estate  could  not  be  suspended  for  a  longer 
period  than  the  Life  of  the  Survivor  of  existing  in- 
dividuals. 
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la  tbe  Case  ofUoyd  t.  Cartw  (a),  an  objectKNi  wm 
taken  that  the  Bhifting  use  was  saspended,  not  Cfnif 
for  the  period  of  Lives  in  being,  bnt  for  one  Year  ccr^ 
tain,  after  tbe  Determination  of  those  Lires ;  but  tiie 
limitation  ¥ra8^  by  the  House  of  Lords,  decided  to  be 
valid*  And  if  a  Gift  may  be  suspended  for  one  Year, 
it  may  be  suspended  for  two  or  three  Years,  and  so  oi^ 
pro^essively,  through  the  whole  series  of  Twentj-oae 
Years.  For  where  the  law  is  settled  that,  a  peiiod  of 
one  Year  certain  may  be  taken,  it  is  mnpossible  to  graft 
into  that  doctrine  the  exception,  on  which  the  Aigup* 
ment  on  the  other  side  must  depend,  namely,  that  the 
term  of  Twenty-one  Years  is  to  be  takes  with  refoM 
ence  to  the  period  of  Minority. 


The  contest  in  this  Case  is  whether  the  Testing  can 
be  suspended  for  Lives  in  being  and  Twenty-one  Years, 
not  with  reference  to  Minority,  but  of  positive  time. 
In  Tayhr  r.  Biddallib)  (a  Case  in  which  the  prior 
Cases  were  cited)  it  was  admitted  that  rt  might  be  sus- 
pended for  Twenty-one  TeaErs  after  Lives  in  being. 
In  Stephens  v.  Stephens  (c)  there  is  the  Opinion  of  the 
Judges,  and  amongst  them  was  Lord  Hardwickef  to  the 
same  effect:  they  certainly  delivered  their  Judgment 
very  cautiously  upon  the  Case.  The  Question  there 
was,  whether  the  enjoyment  might  be  suspended  for 
Twenty-one  Years  beyend  a  Life  in  being.  In  Long 
V.  BlackaU(d),  the  principal  Question  was^  whether  two 
periods  of  gestation  should  be  allowed.  It  was  agreed 
that  diere  might  be  one  period  of  Gestation.  In  that 
Case  two  periods  were  allowed^  one  a^  the  commenee- 


(a)  Shower's  P.  C.  137.     (c)  Ca.  Temp^Talb.  ^3%. 
{b)  s  Mod.  989.  (d)  7  T.  R.  100. 
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iDeoV  the  other  at  the  end  of  the  coatingency.  On  that 
Cose  it  has  been  sometimee  obserred  that  it  was  Tcry 
3loTenlily  argued,  and  not  very  solemnly  decided*  But, 
from  the  Opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Buller  in 
ThiUusmn  y.  Woodford{e),  it  aj^ears  that  tbe  Law  is 
fiDee  from  that  reproach :  Lord  Kern/on  presided ;  and  in 
Wcodfbrd  t.  ThdlusjOBy  Mr.  Justice  Buller  gave  that 
Case  the  sanction  and  support  of  his  concurrence. 


Bengougb 


(Idridob* 


Then  there  are  Uie  Cases  of  Goodmm  v.  G^odr^ht(f% 
and  Goodtitle  v.  Wood(g);  in  the  former  of  which 
Willes,  C.  J.  observed  :  *'  The  Rule  has,  in  many 
instances,  been  extended  to  Twenty-one  years  after  the 
death  of  the  Person  in  being,  as,  in  that  case  likevris^ 
there  is  no  danger  of  Perpetuity."  In  Heath  v.  Ekatk  (A) 
the  Devise  was  to  the  Testator's  Son  E.  H.  for  ever, 
if  he  should  have  a  Son  or  Sons  who  should  attain 
Twenty-one ;  but,  if  £•  H.  should  chance  to  die  without 
Son  or  Sons  to  inherit^  that  the  Son  of  the  Testator's 
Son  W.  H.  should  inherit.  So  that  there  was  not  any 
Gift,  to  E.H.  or  to  the  second  Son,  vnth  reference  to 
kis  own  minority;  but  E.  H.  himself  was  to  have  tlie 
absolute  Fec^  only  on  tiie  terms  that  he  should  have 
a  Son  who  should  attain  Twenty^one.  It  appears  horn 
the  WiUs  and  Settlements  prepared  and  settled  by 
Mr.  Booth,  Mr.  Fearm,  and  other  emment  Convey- 
ancersy  that  they  never  doubted  that  the  Twenty-one 
years  after  lives  in  being  might  be  taken  as  an  d>solate 
Term,  independently  of  minority,  and  such  a  Limitation 
is,  in  every  day's  practice,  inserted  in  creating  Powers 
of  Sale  to  be  exercised  in  defeazance  of  Estates  in  Fee^ 
and  sometimes  of  Limitations  in  strict  Settlement.. 


(<)  4  Ves*  sa? ;  see  page  333*     (^)  Wilks,  au. 
(/)  2  Burr.  873.  (*)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  147. 
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In  the  argument  of  the  Case  of  Tkellusson  r.  Wood*' 
J(frd(i),  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  Objection  was 
in  substance  the  same  as  is  now  made  in  this  Case» 
namely,  that  the  Party  had  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
the  rule  against  Perpetuities;  because  he  had  taken 
a  certain  number  of  lives  in  being  as  the  measure  of 
time,  not  for  the  purpose  of  giving,  but  of  suspending 
the  enjoyment  of  the  Property.  The  Judges,  in  that 
Case,  certified  their  opinions  that  the  Law  permitted 
such  a  mode  of  Limitation ;  and  that  opinion  was  con- 
firmed by  the  House  of  Lords.  But  an  expression  is 
reported  to  have  fallen  from  Lord  Alvanley  in  that 
Case,  which  probably  will  be  relied  on  by  my  Opponents ; 
I  mean  that  passage  in  the  Report  where  his  Lordship 
says  (A)  that  the  term  of  Twenty-one  years  has  never 
been  considered  as  a  period  which  may,  at  all  events, 
be  added  to  an  Executory  Devise  after  lives  in  being; 
but  that  the  term  had  been  adopted  with  a  view  to  the 
period  of  minority.  But  surely  there  must  be  some^ 
thing  more  strong  than  such  a  mere  dictum  to  induce 
the  Court  to  decide  that  the  term  of  twenty*K>ne  years 
cannot  be  allowed  after  Lives  in  being,  except  where 
it  is  used  vrith  reference  to  the  period,  and  for  pur- 
poses connected  with  Minority.  Such  a  dictum  cannot 
guide  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  where  other  dicta  and 
other  decisions  contradict  it;  and  where  all  the  great 
Text-writers,  Feame,  Blackstone,  and  Wooddeson  lay 
down  the  rule  without  any  reference  to  the  period 
of  minority  as  necessary  to  give  efiect  to  the  Limitation 
over(/).  Besides  all  these  Authorities  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament of  39  and  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98,  is  a  Legislative 
Declaration  to  the  same  efiect.    But  the  case  of  Beard 

(i)  4  Ves.  aa7.  (k)  4  Vet.  337. 

vO  See  Feame's  Cont.  Rem.  499.  438 ;  ft  Black.  Com.  174 ; 
a  Woodd.  ttQ. 
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Y.  We$tcott(m)  may  perhaps  be  relied  on  by  the  other 
side. — In  that  case  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  to  whom  the  Case  was  first  sent,  returned  a  cer- 
tificate in  favour  of  the  validity  of  Uie  Gift.  But  some 
doHbt  arose  in  the  mind  of  the  then  Master  of  the  RoUs,  by 
reason  of  the  expression  in  Lord  Alvanl^s  opimotty  al- 
ready stated,  that  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  must  be 
with  reference  to  Minority ;  the  question  was  therefore 
distinctly  brought  before  the  Court  upon  that  point.  On 
the  second  Argument  the  Judges  certified  that  they 
were  of  opinion  that  the  Gift  would  be  good,  although 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years  had  reference,  not  to  the 
Minoiity  of  the  Donee,  but  of  another  person.  It  is 
surprising  that  any  doubt  was  ever  entertained  on  that 
point,  as  the  decision  of  Lord  Thurlow  in  Heath  v. 
Heath  (h)  is  an  express  Authority,  and  settled  the  doc- 
trine- But  it  is  worth  while  to  notice  who  were  the 
Judges  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  who  certified  in 
the  Case  of  Beard  v.  Westeott.  They  were  Sir  James 
Mansfieldj  (who  was  Counsel  in  the  first  Argument  of 
TheUusson  v.  Woodford,  and  was  afterwards  on  the  Bench, 
and  delivered,  not  merely  his  opinion,  but  his  reasons  in 
detail  in  that  Case)  and  Mr.  Justice  Heath,  Mr.  Justice 
Lawrencey  and  Mr.  Justice  Chatnbre,  who  sat  as  Judges 
in  the  House  of  Lords  when  TheUusson  v.  Woodford  was 
decided  there.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  being 
pressed  with  the  importance  of  the  question,  was  per- 
suaded to  send  the  Case  of  Beard  v.  Westcott  to  the 
King's  Bench :  and  the  Judges  of  that  Court  cer- 
tified that  the  Gift  was  void.  To  understand  the 
grounds  of  their  certificate  in  that  Case  it  is  necessary 
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to  consider  the  principle  of  the  Law  applicable  to  Per- 
petuities. The  rule  is  that,  if  one  Limitation  is  too 
remote,  every  subsequent  Limitation  must  also  be  too 
remote,  and  for  that  reason  void.  In  Beard  v.  Westcott 
the  party  attempted  to  introduce  in  the  alternative  (if  the 
expression  may  be  used)  another  Gift  after  one  which 
was  too  remote ;  and  the  language  of  the  Judges  is 
adapted  to  that  state  of  the  Case,  and  applies,  in  some 
degree,  to  the  Case  of  Lord  Deerhurst  v.  the  Duke  of 
St.  Albam(p),  which  was  decided  in  this  Court,  as  to 
the  Limitation  of  Heir-looms,  and  to  Humberston  v. 
Umnhenton  (p).  The  Decision  of  the  Couilof  King's 
Bench  in  Beard  v.  Westcott  is  reconcilable  with  the 
rules  of  Law,  because  it  proceeded  upon  the  ground, 
that  a  Gift  made  by  way  of  substitution  for  one  which 
is  too  remote,  is  as  bad  as  that  for  which  it  is  at- 
tempted to  be  substituted.  That  is  the  whole  result  of 
the  Certificate,  and  of  the  Decision  in  Beard  v.  Westcott. 
It  is  of  great  importance  to  refer  to  the  observa- 
tions of  Lord  Chief  Baron  Macdonald  and  of  Lord 
Eldon,  in  the  Case  of  Thellussonv.  Woodfordy  on  the  Ap- 
peal, (9)  as  to  the  number  of  Lives.  Nothing  can  be 
more  clear  than  that  there  is  no  restriction  as  to  the 
number  of  Lives  in  being  during  which  the  accumulation 
may  take  place,  or  the  vesting  of  the  Inheritance  or  of 
the  Freehold  be  suspended.  That  being  settled^  and  the 
Statute  39  and  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98,  having  enacted  that  the 
accumulation  may  also  be  for  a  period  of  twenty-one 
years  certain  from  the  death  of  the  Testator,  it  is  impos- 
sible for  any  Court,  acting  on  the  Law  as  it  now  stands,  to 
hold  that  a  Gift  is  too  remote  which  does  not  exceed 
these  prescribed  limits  of  Lives  and  twenty-one  years. 
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-  It  18  to  be  observed  that,  by  this  Will,  the  legal 
Estate  as  to  the  Realty,  (and  for  this  purpose  the  Argu- 
ment is  the  same  as  to  the  Personalty)^  is  vested  in 
Trustees  in  Fee-simple,  and  consequently  the  whole 
Trust  is  under  the  dominion  of  the  Court,  and  must  be 
executed  by  it.  The  first  Gift  is  upon  Trust  to  accumu* 
late  for  Twenty-one  years;  and  that  Gift  is  supportable 
under  the  Statute 39  8c 40  Geo.  3,  c.98.  It  is  impossible  to 
resist  the  validity  of  that  Trust :  for,  if  the  Law  was  not 
80  before  the  Statute,  by  force  and  reason  of  the  Statute 
it  is  so  now ;  otherwise  the  Statute  is,  as  to  the  right  to 
accumulate  for  Twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  the 
Testator,  a  dead  letter.  In  the  clause  of  the  Will 
which  relates  to  the  accumulation  for  this  period,  there 
is  a  direction  to  lay  out  the  Rents  and  Profits  in  the 
Purchase  of  Estates ;  and  it  unfortunately  happens  that 
there  is,  by  a  clerical  error,  the  insertion  of  the  word, 
*'  hereinafter  "  instead  of  "  hereinbefore."  This  clerical 
mistake  raises  another  question  in  this  case. 
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The  next  period  is  that  which  gives  the  enjoyment  to 
those  who  are  to  be  owners  in  the  interval,  till  the 
conveyance  is  to  be  made  to  the  parties  entitled  to  call 
for  a  conveyance  on  the  determination  of  the  terms 
of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty  years, 
that  is,  when  Estates  of  Freehold  may  first  vest. 
The  singularity  of  the  Limitations  is,  that  the  Testator 
takes  a  term  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years,  deter- 
minable on  the  death  of  Lives  in  being,  and  twenty 
years  beyond  that  period,  for  the  purposes  of  regulat- 
ing the  enjoyment  during  those  terms,  and  suspending 
the  right  to  vested  Estates  of  freehold  or  inherit- 
ance. The  twenty  years  cannot  be  objectionable. 
That   is    decided   in   many    cases ;    and,   before  tlie 
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1827.  Statute  of  Geo.  3,  he  might  have  directed  an  accumula* 

tion  for  the  whole  term  of  one  hundred  and  twenty 
years,  if  any  one  of  any  number  of  persons  in  existence 
EcRi  DO£        should  so  long  live.   This  limitation  is,  in  effect,  only  for 

a  certain  number  of  Lives  in  being,  and  twenty  years 
after.  During  the  period  of  the  suspension  of  the 
inheritance  the  right  of  enjoyment  is  not  suspended: 
for  every  person  who  is  successively  brought  within 
the  scheme  of  the  Gifts  is  to  take  for  ninety-nine  years, 
if  he  shall  so  long  live,  and  if  the  terms  of  one  hundred 
and  twenty  years  and  twenty  years  shall  so  long  con- 
tinue. That  is  tlie  extreme  boundary.  The  limitation 
for  ninety-nine  years  if  a  life  or  lives  shall  so  long  last, 
is  clearly  within  the  rule  against  Perpetuities ;  and  the 
terms  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty 
years  are  noticed  only  to  show  that  the  right  of  enjoy- 
ment under  these  terms  is  independent  of,  and  not 
affected  by  the  suspension  of  the  Inheritance.  In  the 
Case  of  Mogg  v.  Mogg(r)  the  Court  was  of  opinion  no 
Perpetuity  eicisted  as  to  Leaseholds  for  years  deter- 
minable on  Lives,  even  though  there  might  be  a  re- 
newal, and  probably  would  be  renewals  under  the 
Tenant  right.  The  ground  of  that  opinion  was,  that 
there  could  not  be  any  Perpetuity,  because  the  Estate 
was  determinable  with  Lives  in  being.  In  King  v.  Cot- 
ton{s),  the  Court  decided  that  a  Gift  over  on  a  general 
failure  of  Issue  was  not  void,  inasmuch  as  the  Estate  of 
the  Testator  was  confined  to  a  term  of  years  determin- 
able on  the  deaths  of  Lives  in  being.  In  Mr.  Fearne*% 
Treatise  (J),  many  instances  of  this  sort  are  given,  and 
he  himself  puts  the  instance  of  an  Executory  Devise  for 
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Life  to  one  in  esse,  to  take  effect  on  a  dying  without 
Issae ;  he  treats  it  as  good,  because  it  must  take  place 
or  fail  during  the  Life  in  being.  In  Oakes  v.  Chatfont  {v) 
that  point  was  recognized  as  good  Law.  So  in  the 
present  case,  as  each  succeeding  person  is  to  take  only 
for  ninety-nine  years  if  he  shall  so  long  live,  there  can 
not  be  any  Perpetuity,  it  is  impossible  to  object  to 
the  Limitation  to  the  first  taker,  unless  it  be  contended 
that  the  whole  Trust  is  void.  But  there  is  at  all  events 
a  clear  Trust,  which,  even  if  void  in  its  full  extent,  is  of 
such  a  character  that  the  Court  must  execute  it  so 
far  as  it  is  consistent  with  the  rules  of  Law.  The 
doctrine  of  cy  pres  must  be  applied  to  it.  The  Case 
of  Tregoiiwell  v.  Sydenham  (x)  is  a  conclusive  Autho- 
rity on  that  point.  In  that  Case  the  Testator  created 
a  term  of  sixty  years,  and  directed  an  accumulation 
for  the  benefit  of  persons  to  be  ascertainable  at  a 
future  period,  so  that  the  Trust  was  void  to  a  certain 
extent  The  Court  sustained  the  term  which  was 
limited,  tn  toto,  and  took  so  much  of  the  Trust  as 
was  valid,  and  executed  it,  as  in  PembertoH^s  Case; 
and  as  to  that  part  of  the  Trust  which  was  void 
on  the  ground  of  remoteness,  and  as  tending  to  a  Per- 
petuity, it  was  held  that  the  Heir-at-law  was  entitled  to 
the  Residue  of  the  Term  by  a  resulting  Trust.  Tliis  case 
is  an  Authority  to  support  the  Limitations  for  Lives  in 
being  in  the  present  Case,  even  if  the  more  remote  Gifts 
should  not  be  supported ;  and  even  though  (which  is 
Tery  unlikely)  it  could,  consistently  with  the  Law  as  it 
now  stands,  be  established  tliat  the  term  of  twenty 
years,  in  reference  to  the  trust  of  that  term  and  the 
mode  of  enjoyment,  is  too  remote,  the  doctrine  of 
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ey  pres  must  support  the  Limitation  for  the  liyes  in 
being.  If  it  be  objected  that  this  Testator  makes,  not 
only  the  Father  and  the  Son,  but  likewise  the  Grandson 
and  the  Great-grandson^  all  Tenants  for  Life  in  suc^ 
cession,  and  that  these  remote  Gifts  have,  as  in  ordinary 
cases,  a  tendency  to  a  perpetuity,  the  answer  is  that 
it  is  a  fallacy  to  apply  the  Rule  to  the  Gifts  in  this 
Case.  The  plan  of  the  Will  is  different.  The  Gifts 
are  only  for  existing  Lives,  named  in  the  Will,  and 
twenty  years  beyond  the  death  of  the  Survivor :  and 
it  cannot  be  said,  truly  and  consistently  with  attention 
to  legal  accuracy,  that  the  Gift  has  reference  to  the 
Life  of  the  first  taker,  or  of  any  other  person  who  may 
take  to  the  most  remote  period  of  both  terms.  At 
the  death  of  one  first  donee,  the  next  taker  is,  by 
express  terms,  to  come  into  the  enjoyment,  and  is,  un- 
questionably, by  express  terms,  brought  into  the  enjoy- 
ment for  a  period  determinable,  not  only  with  his  own 
Life,  but  (and  this  is  most  important  to  the  decision,)  a 
period  determinable  with  the  terms  of  years,  and  these 
terms  must  determine  with  Lives  of  persons  in  being,  and 
twenty  years.  It  will,  probably,  be  admitted  tfiat  there 
is  not  any  objection  to  the  Limitations  so  far  as  they  re- 
late to  Lives  in  being,  and  that  the  objectionable  part  is 
the  last  term  of  twenty  years.  Even  if  that  objection 
were  admitted,  it  would  affect  the  Trust  only  as  to  the 
term  of  twenty  years,  because  the  Trust,  so  fiir  as  it  is 
good,  must  be  executed.  Granting,  therefore,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Argument,  that  the  term  of  twenty  years 
was  improperly  added,  and  that  the  Limitations  do,  to 
that  extent,  contravene  the  Law  against  Perpetuities,  and 
that  the.  Gift  of  the  Freehold  and  Inheritance  is,  by  rea* 
son  of  the  term,  too  long  suspended,  still  the  enjoyment 
of  the  intermediate  takers  is  not,  during  the  firs    term, 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 


201 


determinable  with  Lives,  exposed  to  objection.    Al- 
though the  ulterior  Gifts  be  void,  the  Will  is  so  framed 
that  the  other  parts  of  the  Will  may  be  good.     The 
first  part  of  the  Will,  wliich  directs  an  accumulation  for 
twenty-one  years,  may  be  good,  and  also  the  second 
part,  which  gives  the  enjoyment  to  Lives  in  being, 
although  the  third  or  ulterior  Gift  of  the  Freehold  and 
Inheritance  may  be  wholly  void  as  against  the  Heir-at- 
Law.    On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Limitation  for  twenty 
years  is  also  good,  then  the  Inheritance  is  well  given  in 
Equity,  because  it  might  be  well  given  at  Law  in  the 
same  form.     And  if  the  Inheritance  be  well  given,  then 
the  Residue  of  the  Personal  Estate  is  also,  for  this  pur- 
pose, well  given.    If,  however,  it  should  be  held,  that 
the  Freehold  and  Inheritance  are  not  well  given,  then 
unquestionably  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  Heir*at- 
Law  is,  at  the  Testator's  death,  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  Gift  which  fails.    It  will  be  contended  that,  although 
the  Gift,  as  to  the  Personalty,  should  fail,  still  there  is 
nothing  to  impeach  the  validity  of  the  Trust,  which 
directs  the  Personalty  to  be  laid  out  in  the  Purchase  of 
Real  Estate.    It  is  understood  that  the  parties  who 
attempt  to  impeach  the  Limitations  in  this  Will  mean,  on 
the  Authority  of  Tregonwell  v.  Sydenham^  already  cited,  to 
contend  that,  although  the  Gift  of  the  Personalty  should 
fail,  there  is  a  sufficient  indication  of  the  intention  of 
the  Testator  to  purchase  real  Estates  with  the  Per- 
sonalty, so  as  to  give  his  Heir-at-law  the  benefit  of  that 
direction  and  of  that  Trust.     Nothing  of  this  sort  was 
decided  in  Tregotiwell  v.  Sydenham,  or  in  any  other  case 
in  which  a  Trust  has  been  created  for  the  benefit  of 
other  Persons,  and  ultimately,  perhaps,  for  the  Heir- 
at-law,  but  not  in  his  character  of  Heir.     The  Gift 
here  is  to  each  of  the  Persons,  mentioned  in  the  pre* 
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ceding  danse,  for  ninetj-miie  ytmn,  if  he  sbould  so 
loi^  live  mod  the  terms  of  ooe  hundred  and  tirent]f 
years,  and  twenty  years,  or  either  of  them,  should 
so  long  continoe.  It  next  prescribes  the  mode  of 
enjoyment,  and  it  is  to  be,  in  succession,  to  each  Person 
for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  shoidd  so  long  bve,  deter- 
minable with  the  terms;  and,  after  the  determination 
of  the  respectire  Estates  of  the  fir^  and  other  soi»  of 
George  Batgougky  and  of  the  Persons  who  for  the  time 
being  shall  be,  or  who,  in  case  of  the  death  of  his 
Parent,  would  be  Heir-male  of  the  body,  there  is  finally 
a  Trust  for  the  Persons  who  may  be  Heirs-at-Law.  But 
this  last  Trust  is  not  to  the  Heirs  as  Heirs.  The  Tes- 
tator gives  Dothing  to  the  Heir  ^au  Heir,  as  Heir 
and  claiming  by  descent,  but  uses  the  word  as  descriptio 
penoM^  The  Testator  baring  directed  the  mode  of 
enjoyment  during  the  period  of  the  Terms  and  the  Sus- 
pension of  the  Gift  of  the  Inheritance,  next  directs 
the  mode  in  which  the  Inheritance  shall  be  conveyed. 
He  prescribes  that,  from  and  after  the  expiration  or  other 
sooner  determination  of  the  term  of  one  hundred  and 
twenty  years,  determinable  as  aforesaid,  and  twenty 
years,  the  Trust  Estates  should  be  settled,  conveyed  and 
assured  by  the  then  Trustees  to  and  upon  such  Person 
or  Persons  as  would,  at  that  time,  be  entitled  to  the 
same,  in  case  they  had  been  devised  in  a  stated  manner, 
viz.  in  strict  Settlement.  The  period  at  which  this  Con- 
veyance is  to  be  made,  and  when  the  Suspension  of  the 
Inheritance  is  to  end,  is,  by  this  arrangement,  brought 
within  the  limits  of  the  rule  prescribed  by  Law  against 
Perpetuities :  for  it  is  to  be  at  the  end  of  one  hundred 
and  twenty  years  from  the  death  of  the  Testator,  deter- 
minable with  Li?es  in  being,  and  twenty  years  (not 
the  full  term  of  Twenty-one  years,  which  might  have 
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been  taken)  beyond  that  period.  In  effect,  on  the  death 
of  the  Survivor  of  several  Lives,  and  twenty  years  from 
the  death  of  the  Survivor.    If  it  be  objected  as  to  the 
term  of  twenty  years,  that  there  cannot  be  any  abso- 
lute term  beyond  the  Lives  in  being,  unless  with  refe- 
rence to  Minority,  how   can   such  a  proposition  be 
reconciled  with  the  case  of  Lloyd  v.  Carew  (y),  which 
allowed  the  validity  of  a  Limitation  after  Lives  in  being 
and  a  term  of  one  year  certain,  not  having  any  refe- 
rence to  Minority?     And  if  a  term  for  one  year  cer- 
tain can  be  taken  without  reference  to  Minority,  a 
Limitation  over  must,  consistently  with  the  Rule  against 
Perpetuities,  be  good,  unless  the  term  exceeds  twenty- 
one  years.      The  leading  object  of  this  Testator  in 
framing  this  Will  was  to  bring  it  within  the  Rule 
against  Perpetuities,  and  to  prevent  the  vesting  of  any 
Estates  of  Freehold  or  Inheritance,  within  these  limits, 
in  any  of  the  Parties  to  whom  Gifts  are  made.      A 
vesting  in  the  mean  time  would  have  defeated  his  great 
purpose.     Many  Clauses  and  Declarations  were  intro- 
duced with  the  view  of  expressing  that  intention,  and 
excluding  all  inference  and  construction  to  the  con- 
trary.   Until  the  period  shall  arrive  when  the  Convey- 
ance is  directed  to  be  made,  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain 
the  precise  Person  who  shall  answer  the  description 
which  the  Testator  gives  of  him  to  whom  that  Convey- 
ance is  to  be  made.     If  the  Limitations  had  not  been 
80  framed,  it  might  have  happened  that  his  intentions 
might  have  been  defeated  by  a  Fine  with  Proclama- 
tions. 


1817. 
Bevoouoh 

Cdrix>ok. 


To  leave  no  doubt  as  to  his  intention,  the  Testator 
has  introduced  several  ancillary  Clauses;  and  he  de- 
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*        ^        '     soil  to  whom  the  Conveyance  is  ultimately  to  be  made, 
Bengouob      j^g  used,  merely  and  simply,  for  the  purpose  of  ascer* 
'  taining  the  Person,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  making 

any  immediateDeviseorGifttothem,orraising  anyimme- 
diate  Estate  in  the  Freehold  and  on  the  Inheritance,  by 
way  of  Trust  or  otherwise,  and  that  Heirs,  or  Heirs  of  the 
body,  are  to  take  as  Purchasers.  This  was  done  to  avoid 
the  operation  of  the  Rule  in  Shelietf's  Case.  The  power 
given  to  the  Trustees  to  convey,  to  each  person  in  suc- 
cession who  is  to  have  an  Estate  for  ninety-nine  years 
if  he  shall  so  long  live,  an  Estate  for  Life,  was  in- 
serted for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  give  to  such 
persons  a  qualification  to  sit  in  Parliament,  or  exercise 
those  other  privileges  which  belong  only  to  persons  in 
whom  an  Estate  of  Freehold  is  vested.  The  clause  as 
to  the  Personal  Estate  is  in  conformity  with  the  other 
clauses,  which  direct  Purchases  to  be  made  of  Real 
Estates  out  of  the  accumulated  Rents  and  Profits. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  this  Will  must  be  construed 
without  regard  to  the  providence  or  improvidence 
of  such  complex  Limitations.  It  must  be  construed 
according  to  the  rules  of  Law,  as  they  now  stand. 
The  proposition  on  which  the  Will  mainly  depends  is, 
the  rule  of  Law  that  any  man  may,  in  the  most  express 
terms,  limit  his  Property  so  as  to  suspend  the  vesting 
of  it  for  any  number  of  Lives  in  being  and  twenty-one 
years  after  the  determination  of  those  Lives.  That  is 
the  utmost  limit;  and  no  Gift  is  too  remote  which 
does  not  transgress  that  boimdary.  To  say  that  the 
rule  is  that  the  Suspension  can  only  be  during  Lives  in 
being  and  a  period  of  Minority,  is  not  recognized  by 
any  Authority,  and  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  Deci- 
sion of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Lloyd  v.  Careu^,  and  in 
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direct  opposition  to  the  certificate  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Beard  v.  Westcoit,  and  also 
(it  may  be  safely  said)  to  the  certificate  of  the  Judges  of 
King's  Bench  in  that  case.  With  respect  to  Gestation, 
some  argument  may,  perhaps,  be  raised :  it  may  be 
said,  if  a  period  is  allowed  for  Gestation,  with  reference 
to  Birth,  why  is  not  the  period  of  Twenty-one  Years  to 
have  reference  to  Minority?  The  two  cases  are  per- 
fectly distinct.  Gestation  has  reference  to  a  person 
who  is  in  esse ;  for  it  is  now  settled  that,  for  all  pur- 
poses of  benefit,  a  Child  in  the  Womb  is  a  person 
in  esse,  and  can,  as  such,  take  by  description. 

To  sum  up  these  observations : — In  the  first  place, 
the  Gift  for  accumulation  during  a  period  of  twenty-one 
years  is  good,  as,  independently  of  the  Common  Law, 
founded  on  and  governed  by  the  Statute  39  &  40 
Geo.  3,  c.  98. 

Secondly,  The  Gifts  for  enjoyment  during  the  period 
of  Suspension  of  the  Freehold  and  Inheritance  are  good, 
because  tliey  are  all  confined  to  ninety-nine  years,  if 
the  Parties  respectively  shall  so  long  live,  and  if  the 
terms  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty 
years  shall  so  long  continue. 
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Thirdly,  The  Gift  of  the  Freehold  and  Inheritance 
of  the  Estate,  to  take  efiect  on  the  determination 
of  the  terms  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  and 
twenty  years,  is  not  too  remote ;  because  the  first  of 
these  terms  is  determinable  with  Lives  in  being  at  the 
death  of  the  Testator;  so  that  the  whole  period  of 
Suspension  is  only  for  a  certain  number  of  lives  in 
being,  and  twenty  years  after  the  death  of  the  Survivor; 
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and  therefore  within  the  limit  which  the  Law  has  by- 
its  rules  prescribed  against  the  inconvenience  of  Per- 
petuities. 

Mr.  Wilbrahamy  for  the  same  Trustees : — 

The  Law  allows  the  hiheritance  to  be  suspended 
without  inquiring  as  to  the  purpose,  or  requiring  that  it 
should  have  any  reference  to  the  Person  who  is  ultimately 
intended  to  take  the  Estate.  From  the  earliest  period. 
Estates  have  been  allowed  to  be  limited,  not  for  the 
Life  which  is  to  enjoy  them,  but  pour  autre  vie.  If, 
therefore,  an  Estate  might  be  limited  to  a  Person, 
without  reference  to  the  beneficial  enjoyment,  when  the 
Law  afterwards  permitted  Limitations  to  be  extended 
to  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  after  Liyes  in  being, 
there  is  the  same  reason  for  allowing  the  twenty-one 
years  to  be  taken  without  reference  to  the  Person  to 
enjoy  the  benefit.  The  term  of  twenty-one  years  ob- 
viously has  reference  to  Minority,  on  account  of  the 
disability  of  the  Object  of  the  Gift.  Now  a  Leasehold 
Estate  may  be  rendered  unalienable  as  long  as  a  Free- 
hold. But,  in  applying  the  principle  to  the  case'  of 
Leaseholds,  it  entirely  fails ;  because  an  Infant  has  the 
power  of  disposing  of  a  Leasehold  Estate,  by  Will,  at 
the  age  of  fourteen ;  nevertheless  it  never  was  dis- 
puted that  a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  to  commence 
after  lives  in  being,  might  be  created  out  of  a  Lease- 
hold Estate.  The  very  terms  in  which  the  Rule  is 
constantly  stated  exclude  the  reference  to  Minori^. 
For  it  is  not  said,  **  That  the  Gift  must  take  effect 
vrithin  the  period  of  a  life  or  Lives  in  being,  and  the 
period  of  Minority  afterwards/'  but  **  durii^.a  Life  or 
Lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years  aferwards."  And 
it  appears,  from  the  3gth  and  40th  Geo.  3.  c.  gK,  that 
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the  Legislature  considered  the  period  of  Minority  and  1S27. 

the  term  of  twenty-one  years  as  equivalent  to  each     *        ''        * 
other.    Next,  as  the  terms  of  one  hundred  and  twenty      Bengoogh 
years  and  twenty  years  are  confined  to  the  period  of 
which  the  Law  prescribes,  those  terms  are  well  created, 
and  consequently,  the  Limitations  which  are  to  take 
effect  on  the  determination  of  those  terms  are  valid. 

Mr.  Swcmtif  who  appeared  for  the  other  Trustee, 
declined  to  offer  any  Argument  to  the  Court. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Lynch  appeared  for  the  per- 
sonal Representative  of  Mrs.  Ricketts,  who  was 
one  of  the  Testator's  next  Kin  : — 

Mr.  Sugden.— The  Limitations  ih  this  Case  are  clearly 
beyond  the  Limits  which  the  Law  allows.  On  the  other 
side  it  is  argued  that  the  accumulation  for  the  first  period 
is  good  by  the  Statute.  Then  it  is  said  that  the  terms 
for  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty  years  are 
good ;  and,  therefore,  that  all  the  Limitations  to  take 
effect  within  their  duration  are  also  good.  Again,  it  is 
contended  that  the  inheritance  is  suspended  (which  it 
is  strange  should  be  admitted,  as  it  is  an  objection  to  all 
the  Limitations,)  and  that,  at  the  determination  of  the 
terms,  the  Inheritance  is  to  become  vested  in  some  Per- 
son or  other;  but  who  that  Person  is  to  be,  it  is  admitted 
that,  at  present,  it  is  quite  impossible  to  say.  This  is 
the  greatest  attempt  at  a  Perpetuity  that  was  ever  made ; 
greater  than  in  Thellu8son*s  Case.  For  it  is  admitted 
that  eighty  or  ninety  years  hence,  and  not  sooner,  will 
be  the  time  for  discussing  who  the  Person  is  in  whom 
the  Inheritance  is  to  vest.  The  whole  object  of  the 
Will  is,  clearly,  to  establish  a  Perpetuity.     It  is  said  on 
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the  other  side,  that  the  Limitations  should  be  consi- 
dered separately.  But  the  proper  course  is,  to  consider 
whether  the  Limitations »  all  taken  together,  are  not 
void  as  an  attempt  at  a  Perpetuity.  It  has  been  as- 
serted that  the  ggth  and  40th  Geo.  3.  c.  98,  is  a  Le- 
gislative Declaration  that  the  term  of  twenty-one  years 
may  be  added  as  a  positive  term.  But  that  is  not  the 
true  construction  of  the  Act.  It  is  expressed  in  the 
alternative,  and  provides  that  no  accumulation  shall 
take  place  except  for  the  Life  of  the  Grantor,  or  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years  from  his  death,  or  during  the 
Minority  of  any  Person  who  shall  be  living,  or  tit  ventre 
sa  mere  at  the  time  of  the  Grantor's  death.  It  makes 
nothing  lawful  that  was  not  so  before.  The  object  of 
the  Legislature  was  to  restrain  the  improper  use  made 
of  the  Rule  that  allowed  accumulation  to  be  co-exten- 
sive with  the  Suspension  of  the  Limitations,  and  to  con- 
fine it  within  the  more  limited  period.  But,  if  the  con- 
struction now  contended  for  be  right,  the  Act  would, 
in  fact,  allow  accumulation  for  a  longer  period  than 
was  before  permitted.  It  was  decided,  in  Marshall  v. 
Holloway  (2),  that  you  cannot  have  a  general  Clause  of 
Accumulation  during  the  Minority  of  every  Person  who 
may  become  entitled  under  the  Settlement,  but'  must 
confine  it  to  some  limited  period  allowed  by  law.  In 
deciding  this  Case,  Lord  Eldon,  C.  followed  the  Case 
of  Lord  Southampton  v.  the  Marquis  of  Hertford  (a),  in 
which  it  was  held  that  it  was  impossible,  in  such  a  Case, 
to  divide  the  Clause,  and  to  hold  the  Will  to  be  opera- 
tive upon  those  Persons  who  were  Minors  and  in  esse, 
and  therefore  witliin  the  Rule  of  Law,  from  those  who 
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were  without  the  Rule  of  La w,  as  being  bom  at  too  i8«7. 

remote  a  period,    and  that  therefore  the  Clause  wa& 
altogether  void.    It  is  clear  therefore  that  this  Will  can-      ^^^^^^^^ 
not  derive  any  aid  from  this  Act  of  ParUament.  ^ 

This  Testator  has,  through  the  medium  of  the  terms 
of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty  years, 
attempted  to  establish  a  Perpetuity  :  and  that  attempt, 
like  every  other  of  the  same  nature,  must  fail.  The 
Limitations  which  are  to  take  effect  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  these  terms  would  be  instantly  declared 
void  in  a  Court  of  Law;  and  it  is  not  in  the  power  of 
a  Court  of  Equity  to  give  validity  to  any  Limitations 
of  the  Equitable  Interest  which  would  not  be  good 
if  they  were  Limitations  of  the  Legal  Estate.  An 
Estate  may  certainly  be  limited  to  an  unborn  Son :  but 
if  there  is  one  rule  more  solemnly  settled  than  another, 
it  is  that  you  cannot  limit  a  succession  of  Life  Estates 
to  an  unborn  Son,  and  the  Sons  of  that  unborn 
Son. 

To  try  the  validity  of  these  Limitations  let  them  be  con- 
sidered as  Legal  and  not  as  Equitable  Limitations.  The 
first,  which  is  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  created  for 
the  purpose  of  accumulation  is  allowed  to  be  authorized 
by  the  Statute.  Then  comes  the  Gift  to  the  Nephew 
George  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live, 
and  if  the  terms  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  and  twenty 
years  should  so  long  continue.  So  far  it  is  good.  After 
the  death  of  the  Nephew  it  is  given  to  his  first  and 
other  Sons  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  the  same  two  terms 
BO  long  endure.  This  brings  the  Gift  to  unborn  Sons, 
which  is  also  good.  But  then  there  is  a  Gift  to  the 
unborn  Sons  and  their  issue,  in  succession^  for  ninety- 
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nine  years,  if  they  so  long  live  and  the  two  tenns 
shall  so  long  last.  There  is  a  clear  authority  that  such 
a  Limitation  is  void«  Somerville  v.  Lethbridge  (b).  That 
Case  decided  that  Limitations  to  a  Succession  of  un- 
born Sons,  for  ninety-nine  years  if  they  should  so  long 
live,  are  all  void  beyond  the  Limitation  to  the  first 
unborn  Son.  If  this  Will  therefore  had  been  prepared 
without  the  insertion  of  those  material  words,  and  if 
the  terms  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty 
years  shall  so  long  continue,  no  Lawyer  could  have 
contended  for  a  moment  that  the  Limitations  were 
not  altogether  void.  Continuing  then  to  consider  these 
as  Legal  Limitations,  after  the  twenty-eight  lives  drop 
and  the  term  of  twenty  years,  which  is  a  term  in 
gross,  ends,  at  that  remote  period,  the  Person  is  to  be 
ascertained  who  is  to  take  the  Inheritance  as  a  Pur- 
chaser. And  who  is  he  to  be  ?  He  is  to  be  the  Person 
who  would  have  been  entitled  in  case  the  Estate  had 
been  limited  according  to  that  course  of  Limitations 
which  the  Law  allows.  It  is  not,  therefore,  until  that 
remote  period  that  the  Testator  adopts  the  course  of 
Limitations  which  the  Law  sanctions.  If  these  had 
been  Legal  Limitations  would  they  have  been  good  ? 
It  is  clear  they  would  not.  Is  then  the  Law  against 
Perpetuity  to  be  evaded  by  such  machinery  as  this  ? 
The  Law  has  said  that  a  Succession  of  Life  Estates 
cannot  be  given  to  unborn  Issue ;  and  yet,  if  the  Limi- 
tations of  this  Will  are  to  be  supported,  there  is  a  con- 
trivance by  which  any  Testator  may  easily  evade  the 
rule  of  Law.  The  reason  why  the  Legal  Estate  in  Fee- 
simple  is,  by  this  Will,  vested  in  Trustees  is,  that  it 
was  felt  that  there  was  no  chance  of  supporting  the 
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limitations  if  they  have  been  made  of  the  Legal 
Estate.  The  first  step  of  the  Testator  towards  evad- 
ing the  rule  of  Law  is,  to  dispose  of  the  Legal  Fee  ;  and 
then  he  makes  the  Equitable  Interest  the  subject  of 
his  attempt  at  a  perpetuity.  But  the  rule,  that  Equity 
follows  the  Law,  must  defeat  that  attempt.  The  whole 
Fee-simple  being  vested  in  Trustees,  the  Limitations 
are  still  more  objectionable  than  if  they  had  been 
Legal  Interests,  because  there  is  no  division  of  the  In- 
heritance.   The  Trustees  have  no  particular  Estate. 
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The  entire  Equitable  Interest  is  disposed  of;  and  the 
Limitations  of  it  must  be  subject  to  the  same  rules  as 
the  Limitations  of  the  Legal  Fee.  This  Testator,  after 
vesting  the  Legal  Fee  in  the  Trustees,  proceeds  to  dole 
out  the  Equitable  Fee  amongst  his  Family.  He  makes 
his  Nephew,  George,  Tenant  for  ninety-nine  years,  if 
he  should  so  long  live ;  he  gives  similar  interests  to  the 
eldest  Son,  Grandson,  &c.  of  that  Nephew,  in  succes- 
sion; and,  after  the  dropping  of  twenty-eight  Lives,  and 
the  expiration  of  a  term  in  gross  of  twenty  years, 
computed  from  the  death  of  the  Survivor,  he  gives  the 
Inheritance  to  the  Person  who  would  have  taken  it 
under  the  Common  Limitations.  Unless  the  mode  of 
Limitation  can  alter  the  rule  of  Law,  it  is  impossible 
that  such  a  Will  can  be  supported. 


If  these  Limitations  are  clearly  bad,  it  is  impossible 
to  make  them  effective  by  inserting  Limitations  for 
a  term  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years,  if  twenty- 
eight  Persons,  or  any  of  them,  shall  so  long  live,  and 
for  a  term  of  twenty  years  beyond  that ;  because  these 
latter  Limitations  have  no  apparent  operation  and  exist 
nowhere  but  on   paper.      No  such  Limitations    were 
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ever  before  attempted ;  and  although  it  has  been  stated 
that  there  are  in  existence  Drafts,  prepared  by  Lawyers 
whose  names  cannot  be  mentioned  without  the  greatest 
respect,  which  contain  Limitations  that  are  very  remote, 
yet  no  instance  can  be  produced  of  their  having  been 
actually  used  in  practice. 


As  to  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  as  authorities 
for  the  validity  of  this  Will,  none  of  them  go  to  the 
extent  stated  in  the  argument.     And  it  is  impossible  to 
refer  to  the  history  of  the  Law  on  this  subject  without 
being  surprised  at  the  slow  progress  which  it  made; 
for  the  Duke  ofNorfolKs  Case  is  not  of  great  antiquity ; 
and  yet  the  whole  question  there  was  whether  Limita- 
tions over,  confined  to  Lives  in  being,  were  void.    The 
case  of  Uoifd  v.  Carew  (6)  certainly  goes  further  than  any 
other  that  has  been  decided.   But  it  is  impossible  to  take 
it  as  an  authority  to  support  the  Limitations  in  ibis  Will. 
The  Limitation  over,  in  that  case,  was  to  take  effect  upon 
the  failure  of  Issue  living  at  tlie  death  of  the  Survivor 
of  the  Husband  and  Wife :  and  the  period  of  twelve 
months  was  allowed,  merely  to  give  time  for  payment 
of  the  4,000  /.,  which  was  a  condition  imposed  on  the 
object  of  the  Limitation  over.    But  the  period  when 
the  Limitation  over  was  to  take  effect,  was  the  failure 
of  the  Issue  of  the  Marriage  upon  the  death  of  the 
Survivor,  and  not  at  the  expiration  of  twelve  months 
after  that  event. 

It  is  clear  that,  if  there  was  not  a  failure  of  Issue  at 
the  death  of  the  Survivor,  the  Limitation  over  could 
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never  operate.  And,  even  looking  at  this  Case  in  the 
point  of  view  most  favourable  to  the  Limitations  in  this 
Willy  it  authorizes  the  addition  of  twelve  months  only 
to  Lives  in  being  as  the  period  within  which  the  Limita- 
tion over  must  have  effect ;  and  those  twelve  months 
added  for  a  specific  and  reasonable  purpose.  In  the 
Duke  of  Norfolk's  Case,  Lord  Nottingham  said  that  he 
would  stop  wherever  any  inconvenience  appeared ;  that 
is  the  true  principle.  In  Lhyd  v.  Carew  it  was  argued, 
on  one  side,  that  the  Courts  had  never  gone  beyond 
Lives  in  being  (as  they  certainly  never  had);  and,  on  the 
other,  that  there  was  no  inconvenience  in  aUowing  twelve 
months  for  payment  of  the  Money.  Yet  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  the  Chancellor  being  assisted  by  the  C.  J.  of 
the  Common  Pleas  and  another  Judge,  decided  against 
the  validity  of  the  Limitation.  It  was,  however,  sup-p 
ported  by  the  House  of  Lords.  But  no  such  proposition 
was  advanced  throughout  the  whole  Case,  not  even  in 
argument,  as  that  a  period  of  twenty-one  years  after 
Lives  in  being  might  have  been  interposed  before  the  Li«> 
mitation  over.  The  Case  of  Taylor  v.  Biddal  (c)  turned 
merely  upon  Infancy.  No  Case  that  ever  occurred 
excited  more  attention,  or  was  more  elabomtely  argued, 
than  Stephens  v.  Stephens  (d) :  and  it  has  always  been 
considered  as  oneof  the  most  leading  Cases  in  the  Law ; 
yet  it  is  plain  that  none  of  the  Counsel  or  Judges,  at 
that  time,  had  any  notion  that  a  Limitation  to  take 
effect  after  lives  in  being  and  a  further  term  of  twenty-^ 
one  years  as  a  term  in  gross,  could  be  supported.  The 
Certificate  of  the  Judges  contains  the  following  sen^ 
tence : — '^  However  unwilling  we  may  be  to  extend 
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Executory  Devises  beyond  the  rules  generally  laid  down 
by  our  predecessors,  yet,  upon  the  authority  of  that 
Judgment  (Taylor  v.  Biddal)  and  its  conformity  to 
several  late  determinations  in  Cases  of  terms  for  years, 
and  considering  that  the  power  of  alienation  will  not  be 
restrained  longier  than  the  Law  would  restrain  it,  viz. 
during  the  infancy  of  the  first  Taker,  which  cannot 
reasonably  be  said  to  extend  to  a  Perpetuity ;  and  that 
this  construction  will  make  the  Testator's  whole  dis- 
position take  effect,  which,  otherwise,  would  be  defeated, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Devise  before  mentioned 
may  be  good  by  way  of  Executory  Devise."  In  the 
Case  of  Long  v.  Blackall  (e)  there  was  no  reason  why 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  should  have 
been  taken,  if  the  rule  was  that  a  good  Limitation  could 
be  made  to  take  effect  after  Lives  in  being  and  a  whole 
period  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  determination  of 
the  Lives ;  for  the  question  there  was  as  to  the  allow- 
ance of  a  few  months  for  gestation.  So  in  Routledge  v. 
Dorr%l{f)  there  was  an  unlimited  power  given  to  a 
Parent  to  appoint  to  her  Issue ;  and  the  Court  was 
of  opinion  that  an  execution  of  the  power  would  be 
void  unless  it  were  confined  to  Persons  in  esse  at  the 
death  of  the  Parent.  Neither  in  that  case  nor  in  any 
other  was  it  thought  possible  to  add  a  term  of  twenty- 
one  years  after  Lives  in  being  as  the  period  within 
which  a  Limitation  over  could  be  made  to  take  effect 
In  Jee  v.  Audley  (g)  the  Bequest  over  to  the  Daughters 
of  John  and  Elizabeth  Jee  was  held  to  be  too  remote,  as 
it  extended  to  Daughters  who  might  be  bom  after  the 
Testator's  death.  The  Will  in  Thellusson's  Case  did 
nothing  in  comparison  with  what  is  attempted  here. 


(0  7  T.  R.  -100.    (/-)  2  Ves.  jun.  357.    (g)  1  Cox.  324. 
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extant,  and  the  Estate  is  then  to  vest  in  possession. 

So  that  there  is  no  term  of  twenty-one  years,  no  time 

for  gestation,''  and  no  terms  of  one  hundred  and  twenty      £diudg£. 

years  and  twenty  years.     If  the  limit  allowed  by  Law 

is  such  as  is  contended  for,  Thellusson's  Case  would  not 

have  occupied  three  minutes  in  argument. 

In  the  Case  of  Crooke  v.  De  Vandes  (A),  the  question  8th  Mar. 
was  upon  the  remoteness  of  a  Limitation  which  was  to 
take  effect  at  the  end  of  an  absolute  term  of  thirty  years 
after  the  Testator's  death  ;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  was 
of  opinion,  that  it  was  a  void  limitation,  and  he  so 
decided. 

I  will  now,  in  addition  to  the  authorities,  show  to  the 
Court  what  has  been  the  opinion  of  all  the  Judges  at 
the  several  times  in  which  this  question  has  been 
agitated.  And  I  will  undertake  to  show  that,  although 
there  may  be,  in  some  of  the  books,  a  general  state- 
ment, by  a  Judge  in  his  Judgment,  that  the  utmost  term 
allowed  is  Lives  in  being  and  twentyrone  years,  yet 
that  it  can  not  be  considered  that  he  intended  it  to  be 
taken  as  a  term  in  gross ;  all  that  is  meant  is,  that  it  is 
the  utmost  limit ;  but  it  is  never  said  that  that  terra 
must  not  be  measured  by  something  else. 

The  Law  originally  allowed  Estates  to  be  limited  pour 
autre  vie :  and,  as  it  considered  an  Estate  to  a  man  for 
his  own  life  to  be  greater  in  value  than  an  Estate  to 
him  for  the  lives  of  a  thousand  other  persons,  it  allowed 
Limitations  to  be  made  for  any  number  of  Lives.     But 

(.A)  9  Ves.  197. 
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when  you  measure  a  Life  against  any  other  givett 
number  of  Lives,  not  with  reference  to  the  value  of  the 
Estate  in  point  of  limitation  and  in  point  of  Law»  but  in 
point  of  duration,  it  is  absurd  to  say  that  a  thousand 
Lives  are  not  of  more  value  than  a  single  Life.  The  Law 
then  having  allowed  of  the  creation  of  Estates  for  any 
number  of  existing  Lives,  it  was  afterwards  converted 
to  the  purpose  of  a  Limitation,  without  reference  to  the 
Lives  which  were  to  be  the  measure  of  enjoyment 
But  this  could  not  be  the  case  with  respect  to  the  term 
of  twenty-one  years  :  for  that  term,  taken  as  a  term  in 
gross  after  Lives  in  being,  has  reference  to  nothing; 
there  is  nothing  to  which  you  can  refer  it,  except  the 
minority  of  the  party.  The  rule  laid  down  by  every 
Judge  who  has  spoken  on  the  subject  is,  that  an  Estate 
may  be  rendered  unalienable  during  Lives  in  being  and 
twenty-one  years  and  a  few  months,  allowing  for  ges- 
tation. As  then  those  few  months  are  allowed  for 
gestation,  must  not  the  twenty-one  years  be  allowed 
for  minority  ?  Medical  men  are  not  agreed  as  to  the 
exact  period  of  gestation.  Some  of  them  allow  even 
twelve  months.  So  that  if  the  additional  months  have 
no  reference  to  gestation,  the  term  may  be  extended 
to  twenty-two  years  absolutely.  For  if  the  twenty-one 
years  are  not  measured  by  minority,  how  can  the 
additional  months  be  measured  by  gestation?  It  would 
be  absurd  to  say  that  that  which  flows  from,  or  is  anciK 
lary  to,  the  former  term,  is  to  be  considered  as  having 
reference  to  gestation,  but  that  the  term  itself  is  to  be 
an  absolute  one,  without  reference  to  any  event.  It 
has  been  said  that  the  term  of  twenty-one  yean  could 
dot  have  been  chosen  with  reference  to  minority  and 
the  disability  of  alienation  attendant  upon  it,  because 
the  same  term  has  been  fixed  upon  as  to  Leaseholds, 
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to  which  the  reason  does  not  apply ;  as  an  infant  may 
dispose  of  a  Leasehold  Estate  at  the  age  of  fourteen. 
Thisy  however,  proves  nothing:  for  though  an  infant 
may  dispose  of  a  Leasehold  Estate  by  Will,  he  cannot 
by  Contract.  Besides  the  rule  by  which  the  same  term 
was  allowed,  both  with  respect  to  Leaseholds  and  Free* 
holds,  was  founded  in  convenience:  for  Estates  generally 
consist  of  both  species  of  Property^  which  cannot  be 
separated  without  great  disadvantage;  and  therefore 
the  same  rule  was  applied  to  one  as  to  the  other, 
although  the  same  reason  for  it  did  not  exist. 


Bbngouoh 
£dridoe» 


I  will  now  call  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  what  has 
been  said,  by  successive  Judges,  on  the  question  whe^ 
ther  or  not  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  can  be  taken 
as  a  term  in  gross:  and  Lord  Alvanley  is  the  only 
Judge  who  has  expressed  his  opinion  on  this  ques- 
tion explicitly  (f).  In  Thellusonv.  Woodford  (k),  Mac-* 
donald,  C.  B.  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Judges 
states  the  rule  in  this  way :  *^  With  an  easy  interpre- 
tation, we  find  from  Lord  Nottingham  what  that  ten- 
dency to  a  perpetuity  is  which  the  policy  of  the  Law  has 
considered  as  a  public  inconvenience,  namely,  where 
an  executory  devise  would  have  the  effect  of  making 
Lands  unaUenable  beyond  the  time  which  is  allowed  in 
Legal  Limitations,  that  is,  beyond  the  time  at  which  one 
in  remainder  would  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one,  if  he 
were  not  bom  when  the  Limitaticms  were  executed." 
Then  he  says,  in  another  passage :  "  I  understand  him 
to  mean  that,  wherever  Courts  perceive  that  such  would 
be  the  effect,  whatever  may  be  the  mode  attempted, 
that  effect  must  be  prevented  ;  and  he  gives  the  same. 


(t)  See  4  Ves.  337.        (k)  i  New  Rep.  38&. 
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but  no  greater  latitude  to  Executory  Devises,  and  to 
Executory  Trusts,  as  to  Estates  Tail.  This  has  evei 
since  been  adopted."  And,  in  another  part  of  the  same 
Report,  that  learned  Judge  says :  '^  The  established 
length  of  time  during  which  the  vesting  may  be  sus- 
pended is  during  a  Life  or  Lives  in  being,  the  period 
of  gestation,  and  the  infancy  of  such  posthumous 
child."  It  is  quite  clear,  from  these  passages,  that  the 
Chief  Baron  considered  the  Rule  to  be  that  the  twenty- 
one  years  could  not  be  taken  as  a  term  in  gross.  The 
Counsel  for  the  Trustees  referred  to  the  Case  of  LotigY. 
Blackall{l),  as  containing  the  Judgment  of  Lord 
KenyoHy  C.  J.  in  support  of  their  Argument.  The 
whole  of  that  Judgment,  and  especially  the  following 
passage,  is  directly  in  my  favour  :  "  It  is  an  established 
rule  that  an  Executory  Devise  is  good  if  it  must  neces- 
sarily happen  within  a  life  or  Lives  in  being  and 
twenty-one  years,  and  the  fraction  of  another  year, 
allowing  for  the  time  of  gestation."  The  Case  that 
was  next  cited  was  Keiley  v.  JFbu;/^(f7i).  It  appears, 
from  the  Judgment  of  Wilmot,  C.  J.  in  that  Case,  that 
it  was  the  opinion  of  that  learned  Judge  that  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years  was  allowed  in  the  Case  of 
Infancy  only.  The  same  doctrine  is  laid  down  in 
Thellusson  v.  Woodford  {n)f  and  in  the  reasons  offered 
by  the  Counsel  for  the  Crown  in  the  same  Case  ( o), 
particularly  in  the  following  passage :  ^*  Every  Exe- 
cutory Devise  is  good  that  does  not  tend  to  make  an 
Estate  unalienable  beyond  the  period  allowed  by  Law 
as  to  legal  Estates,  which  cannot  be  rendered  una^ 
lienable  beyond  the  time  at  which  the  remainder-man 


(0  7  T.  R.  100. 

(«)  4  Ves.  260  &  264. 


(m)  Wilm.  306,  307. 
(o)  See  1  New  Repu  379* 
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who  was  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  Limitation 
of  the  Estate  would  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one." 
There  is  an  opinion  of  Mr.  Force's  (p),  who  was  very 
much  concerned  in  all  the  Cases  that  arose  on  perpe- 
tuities, in  which  he  states  that,  by  way  of  executory 
devise  or  springing  use,  the  Inheritance  may  be  sus- 
pended from  vesting  during  a  Life  or  Lives  in  being, 
or  during  the  infancy  of  the  first  unborn  Tenant  in  Tail ; 
but  it  can  be  suspended  no  longer.  And,  in  the  Duke 
of  Marlborough's  Case  (g),  we  have  the  reasons  for  the 
rule  assigned  by  Mr.  Yorke,  and  they  are  thus  ex- 
pressed :  ''  This  arises  from  the  policy  of  the  Law 
against  perpetuities,  that  the  vesting  of  the  Inheritance 
or  Ownership  may  not  be  suspended  beyond  the  com- 
pass of  a  Life  or  Lives  in  being,  or  beyond  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years  of  the  first  unborn  Tenant  in  Tail, 
during  whose  Infancy,  the  Law  itself  will  restrain  his 
power  of  alienation." 
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When  Lord  Alvanlej/f  M.  R.  came  to  give  his  opinion 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  Thellusson's  Case,  it  having 
appeared  to  him  that  Mr.  Justice  Buller  had  laid  down 
the  rule  in  a  way  that  would  authorize  the  taking  of 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years  as  a  term  in  gross 
(although  on  looking  accurately  at  the  whole  of  the 
learned  Judge's  argument,  it  will,  I  think,  appear  that 
he  did  not  mean  so  to  lay  down  the  rule),  his  I^ordship 
was  so  strongly  impressed  that  the  rule  was  otherwise^ 
that,  although  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  the  point, 
he  could  not  refrain  from  stating,  in  the  following 
words,  what  his  view  of  that  point  was  (r) :  ''  As  to 


(p)  8  Ca.&  Op.  440.    iq)  3  Bro.  P.O.  345;  Tomlins's  Edit. 

(r)  4  Ves,  337. 
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the  period  of  twenty-one  years  (speaking  of  the 
learned  Judge  who  decided  Long  v.  Blackall)  that 
could  not  be  his  meaning;  nor,  with  submission  to  the 
learned  Judge  who  immediately  preceded  me^  has  it 
^▼er  been  considered  as  a  term  that  may,  at  all  events, 
be  added  to  such  Executory  Devise  or  Trust  I  have 
only  found  this  dictum,  that  Estates  may  be  unalienable 
for  Lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years,  merely  be- 
cause a  Life  may  be  an  Infant,  or  en  venire  ta  mere: 
therefore,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  that  expression 
cannot  be  held  to  mean  more  than  Children  in  the 
womb  at  the  Testator's  death." 


Then  came  the  case  of  Beard  v.  WettcM,  which  was 
twice  argued  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  When 
the  cause  was  brought  on  before  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
upon  the  Judges'  certificate,  his  Lordship,  though  not 
without  reluctance,  granted  a  case  to  the  K.  6.  The 
Judges  of  that  Court  returned  their  certificate,  and  the 
Lord  Chancellor  confirmed  it  {s).  This  decision  was 
made  at  the  close  of  all  the  authorities :  it  has  not  been 
appealed  from,  and  cannot  be  shaken. 

Some  reference  has  been  made  to  text-writers.  Mr. 
Feame's  opinion  has  been  referred  to  in  support  of 
these  Limitations.  After  stating  many  of  the  Cases 
that  have  been  cited  in  the  course  of  diis  argument, 
he  draws  the  rule  thus :  <*  The  Limitations  in  the  two 
last-cited  Cases  were  confined  to  vest  within  a  certain 
number  of  months  afler  the  end  of  a  Life  in  being. 
Bui  these  are  not  the  utmost  limits  allowed  for  Execu- 
tory Devises;  for  the  Courts  have  gone  as  far  as  to 


(t)  See  5  Taunt.  393$  5  B.&  A.  801 ;  aod  1  Tuni.&  Rus8» 25< 
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admit  of  Executory  Devises  limited  to  vest  within  the 
compass  of  twenty-one  years  after  the  period  of  a  Life 
in  being.  That  was  admitted  in  the  case  of  Taylor  v. 
Biddal  (s)."  And  then  he  cites  those  cases  in  which 
twenty-one  years  were  admitted  for  the  purpose  of 
infancy.  In  no  one  passage  of  his  book  does  he  speak 
of  the  question )  nor  did  it  occur  to  his  mind^  as  one 
that  could  be  raised^  whether  the  term  might  or  not 
be  a  term  in  gross.  That  passage,  therefore,  cannot 
be  considered  as  an  authority  upon  the  subject. 


i8«7. 


BBNaOUGH 
£DRII>aB» 


The  Case  next  cited  is  Heaih  v.  Heath  (t).  That 
Case  has  never  been  denied  to  be  Law.  But  there  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years  was  not  taken  as  a  term  in 
gross,  but  with  reference  to  the  Limitations  of  the 
Estate.  A  Fee  is  given,  if  the  Devisee  have  Issue  who 
survives  him  and  Uves  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one; 
and,  in  that  case,  that  Issue,  wluch  is  the  first  line  of 
generation,  will  take  a  disposable  Inheritance,  and  that 
Fee,  which  was  given  for  the  purpose  of  descent,  will 
not  go  over,  but  remain  in  the  Devisee  so  as  to  descend 
to  his  Issue.  But  if  the  Devisee  have  not  a  Son  who 
lives  to  take  a  disposable  right  in  the  Inheritance 
descended  from  him,  then  it  is  to  go  over.  And  that 
is  as  clearly  within  the  rule  now  contended  for,  as  any 
Case  which  could  be  put*  And,  therefore,  though  so 
much  relied  on,  it  has  not  the  slightest  bearing  on  the 
case,  as  opposed  to  the  view  of  it  now  submitted  to  the 
Court.  If  that  be  so,  it  may  now  be  asserted  that  the 
rule  is,  that  the  term  of  twenty->one  years  cannot  be 
taken  as  a  term  in  gross ;  and,  if  it  cannot,  then,  imquet^ 
tionably,  all  these  Limitations  fall  to  the  ground«   For  if 


(0  Cotit  Rem.  43i»  7th  ed<     (0  i  Bro^  C  C«  147« 
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they  are  void  as  to  the  twenty  years,  they  are  void  8» 
to  the  Lives  in  being.    For,  if  there  be  any  rule  of  Law 
more  sacred   than  another,   it  is  that  a  Limitation, 
which  is    in  itself  illegal  in  point  of  perpetuity,  can 
not  be  controlled  or  corrected.     At  least  it  cannot 
be  done  here ;  as  it  is  all  one  Limitation.     For  it  is  to 
Trustees  for  one  hundred  and  twenty  years,  during 
twenty-eight  lives,  and  for  twenty  years  after  the  death 
of  the  Survivor.    It  is  impossible  to  sever  them.    It 
is  one  Limitation,  and  not  two.    But  suppose  that  the 
twenty  years  could  be  cut  off,  what  would  become  of 
the  Limitation  over?     For  that  Limitation  is  not  upon 
the  determination  of  any  term  of  the  former  Limita- 
tion, but  is  to  take  effect  when  the  one  hundred  and 
twenty  years  shall  expire  by  the  determination  of  the 
Lives,  and  the  twenty  years  after  shall  end.     Then 
when  is  the  Limitation  over  to  operate?     At  the  end 
of  the  Lives  ?    That  is  contrary  to  the  Testator's  direc- 
tion.   By  the  Law  of  the  Country,  no  Judge  has  the 
power  of  saying  that  that  which  is  not  to  arise  till  the 
end  of  certain  lives  and  twenty  years  after,  shall  arise 
at  the  end  of  the  lives,  without  waiting  for  the  expira- 
tion of  the  twenty  years.     If  the  Limitations  have  gone 
too  far,  and  cannot  be  sustained  in  point  of  Law,  then, 
according  to  Beard  v.  Westcott,  they  are  all  void.   Sup- 
pose, for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  Limitation  might  be  severed, 
and  be  held  good    for  the  one  hundred  and  twenty 
years,  and  void  for  the  twenty  years,  then  the  Case 
would  be  precisely  similar  to  Beard  v.  fVestcoit.    For 
the  Testator  has  said  that  the  Children  of  George  Ben- 
gough,  and  their  Issue,  to  the  latest  Generation,  shaU, 
during  the  existence  of  the  lives  and  the  absolute  term 
of  twenty  years,  take  the  Estate  in  the  way  he  ha» 
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fioiQted  out ;  and  that  the  right  of  the  Person  to  take, 
as  a  Purchaser^  under  the  second  set  of  Limitations, 
shall  not  arise  until  all  the  Lives  shall  have  dropped^ 
and  the  twenty  years  have  expired.  If  then  the  twenty 
years  are  cut  off,  the  consequence  will  be  that  there 
will  be  Persons  who  would  be  in  esse  and  willing  to 
take,  if  they  could  be  allowed  to  do  so  by  Law^  during 
the  remainder  of  that  term  of  twenty  years ;  but  they 
cannot  take  during  that  term,  because  it  is  void;  and 
yet  the  Gift  over  can  not  be  accelerated,  because  the 
Testator  has  said  that  no  Person  shall  take  the  Estates, 
as  a  Purchaser,  until  the  expiration  of  that  term. 


Bengouoh 
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Next,  with  respect  to  that  Proviso  in  the  Will  which 
authorizes  the  Trustees  to  give  the  persons  entitled  to 
the  Income  of  the  Estates,  an  absolute  Estate  of  Free- 
hold for  their  Lives,  instead  of  an  Estate  for  ninety- 
nine  years.  This  clause  makes  void,  at  once,  all  the 
Limitations.  For  it  enables  the  Trustees  to  give  Life 
Estates  to  the  third  generation  of  descendants.  It  is 
plain,  therefore,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  this  Testator 
to  evade  the  rule  of  Law,  although  his  professed  object 
is  to  keep  within  it.  In  former  attempts  at  perpetuities, 
powers  were  given  to  the  Trustees,  as  a  tenant  in  tail 
came  in  esse,  to  rejstrict  him  to  an  Estate  for  Life,  and 
to  make  his  Sons  purchasers.  ^But  those  attempts 
invariably  failed ;  and  yet  it  never  occurred  to  any  one 
to  confine  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  a  certain  number 
of  Lives  and  twenty-one  years  after.  If  the  rule  be  as 
is  contended  for,  a  Testator  may  limit  his  Estate  to 
Persons  in  esse,  for  their  Lives,  with  remainders  to  their. 
Issue  in  tail,  and  give  a  power  to  the  Trustees  to  cut 
down  the  Estates  Tail  into  Estates  for  Life  during  the 
Lives  of  all  the  Members  of  both  Houses  of  Parliament 
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and  twenty-one  years  after  the  death  of  the  surviTiiig 
Member. 

The  objection  to  taking  the  twenty-one  years  as  a 
term  in  gross  is^  that  the  person,  who  is  to  take  at  the 
expiration  of  the  term,  may  be  an  infant,  and  thereby 
alienation  be  restrained  for  twenty-one  years  more,  and 
the  analogy  between  limiting  Estates  in  strict  Settle- 
ment and  by  executory  Devise  be  destroyed.  Whereas 
if  the  term  be  taken  with  reference  to  infancy,  alien- 
ation cannot  be  restrained  for  a  longer  period  than 
twenty-one  years  after  the  vesting  of  the  Estate  ;  and 
the  analogy  is  preserved.  It  is  admitted  that  the  Limi- 
tations of  this  Will,  taken  abstractedly,  would  be 
illegal.  But  it  is  said  that,  because  they  issue  out  of 
a  limited  interest,  or  are  circumscribed  within  the  terms 
of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty  years, 
they  are  valid.  Although  this  is  stated  as  an  acknow- 
ledged rule  of  Law,  and  is  the  foundation  of  the  arguments 
in  favour  of  the  Will,  not  even  a  dictum  has  been  or 
can  be  produced  to  establish  it.  For  Limitations  are  to 
be  judged  of,  with  reference  to  perpetuity,  not  by  the 
quantity  of  the  Interest  out  of  which  they  are  to  issue, 
but  by  their  Legal  Effect ;  and  nothing  could  be  more 
inconvenient  than  to  hold  the  same  Limitations  good  in 
one  case  and  bad  in  another.  The  only  Case  that 
has  been  referred  to  as  an  authority  upon  this  point  is 
King  V.  Cotton  (ti).  It  is  observable,  in  that  Case,  that 
the  term  never  could  exceed  the  life  of  Lady  Cotton, 
and,  therefore,  the  Court  might  have  put  a  different 
construction  on  the  words  ''  heirs  of  her  body ''  from 
what  they  would  have  done  if  the  term  bad  been  an 


(»)  3  P.  W.  674. 
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absolute  one.    But  the  Court  came  to  no  decision  at 
all  upon  the  validity  of  the  Limitation.    Suppose  an 
Estate  held  for  Lives  were  granted  to  A.  and  the  Heirs 
of  his  body,  and,  for  want  of  such  Issue  to  JB.  and  the 
Heirs  of  his   body ;    could  it  be  contended  that  the 
words  ''  for  want  of  such  Issue  ^'  ought  to  be  confined 
to  a  failure  of  Issue  during  the  lives,  and  that,  therefore, 
A.  did  not  take  a  quan  Estate  Tail  ?  No ;  but  in  strict 
analogy  to  the  effect  given  to  the  same  Limitation  out 
of  a  fee-simple  Estate,  it  would  be  held  to  give  A.  a  quasi 
Estate  Tail.    So  if  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years  determi- 
nable on  the  dropping  of  a  Life,  is  granted  to  a  Person 
and  the  Heirs  of  his  Body,  the  grantee  takes  the  entire 
Interest,  for  this  reason,  because  the  same  Limitation 
out  of  an  Estate  in  Fee-simple  would  have  given  an 
Estate  Tail;  and,  therefore,  the  Law,  as  it  does  not 
allow  of  such  an  estate  in  a  chattel,  would  give  an 
Interest,  as  nearly  as  possible,  to  the  same  extent,  for 
the  sake  of  effectuating  the  intention.    Consequently 
the  Limitations  out  of  these  terms  must  be  governed 
by  precisely  the  same  rules  as  Limitations  out  of  a  Fee* 
simple  are ;  and  therefore  they  are  void.     But  suppose 
that,  on  account  of  the  limited  Interest  out  of  which  an 
Estate  is  to  arise,  a  Testator  may  exceed  the  regular 
boundary  of  legal  Limitation;  still  these  Limitations 
would  be  void.    For  here  there  is  no  divided  Estate, 
but  the  entire  Fee-simpl&  is  absolutely  vested  in  the 
Trustees. 


1897. 

Bsvoovatf 
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It  is  now  to  be  considered  how  the  personal  Estate 
it  operated  upon  with  reference  to  the  real  Estate. 
The  personal  Estate  is  directed  to  be  invested  in  Land^ 
which  Land  is  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses  as  the  real 
Estate  before  devised.    If  then  the  Court  should  be  of 
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opinion  that  the  Trusts  which  are  created  of  that 
Estate  are  void,  the  necessary  consequence  is,  thai  the 
Gifl  of  the  personal  Estate  would  altogether  fail ;  be- 
cause the  purposes  to  which  the  real  Estate  are  to  be 
applied,  are  purposes  which  are  not  allowed  by  Law ; 
and,  therefore,  the  Trust  would  be  one  not  authorized 
by  Law,  and  the  next  of  Kin  would  become  entitled  to 
the  Money.  The  Case,  which  has  been  referred  to,  of 
Tregonwell  v.  Sydenham  (x),  is  distinguishable  The 
Court  of  Exchequer,  when  it  came  before  them,  were 
of  opinion  that  the  Trust  upon  which  the  Money  was  to 
be  applied  was  void,  as  being  too  remote,  and  that  the 
Devisees,  who  were  Devisees  of  the  Estate  subject  to 
the  Trust-term,  would  take  the  Estate  discharged  from 
the  Trusts.  The  House  of  Lords  reversed  that  Deci- 
and  held  that,  although  the  purposes  for  which 


sion, 


the  Term  was  created  might  be  void  in  Law,  and,  there- 
fore, could  not  be  carried  into  execution,  yet,  as  the 
Rents  were  severed  from  the  real  Estate,  and  directed 
to  be  absolutely  raised  and  invested  in  real  Estate,  the 
Heir-at-Law  was  entitled  to  have  those  Rents  raised 
and  paid  to  him  for  his  own  benefit.  It  does  not  appear 
to  have  occurred,  to  the  learned  Persons  who  decided 
that  Case,  that  the  consequence  of  illegality  on  account 
of  perpetuity  is  different,  in  almost  every  respect,  from 
that  of  other  invalid  dispositions.  If  an  Estate  for  Life 
is  given  with  remainder  over,  and  the  Person  to  whom 
the  Life  Estate  is  given  is  incapable  of  taking  it,  the 
remainder  is  instantly  accelerated.  But  if  the  particular 
Estate  is  void  on  account  of  perpetuity,  there  is  no 
acceleration;  and  even  that  which  otherwise  would  be 
a  good  remainder,  altogether  ceases  and  is  void.  It 
would,  therefore,  seem  that  there  was  great  occasion  to 

(j)  3  Dow,  194. 
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^appose  that  the  Decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
was  right  But,  be  that  as  it  may,  the  distinction  be- 
tween that  Case  and  the  one  now  before  the  Court  is, 
that  this  is  a  case  of  personal  Estate  to  be  applied  in 
die  purchase  of  real  Estate,  which  is  to  be  settled  to 
vses  which  are  void ;  and,  therefore,  there  is  no  object 
in  making  the  investment.  But,  in  that  Case,  the 
Rents  were  portions  of  the  real  Estate,  and,  the  di3* 
positions  being  void,  the  House  of  Lords  decided  that 
the  Heir  tool(  that  which  was  taken  away  from  the 
Devisee,  and  not  properly  given  to  any  body  else. 
That  Decision,  therefore,  has  no  bearing  on  the  present 
Case.  The  consequence  is  that  this,  being  personal 
Estate,  must  retain  its  character  of  personal  Estate, 
and  the  purpose  of  investment,  being  such  as  is  not 
allowed  by  Law,  cannot  take  effect ;  and  the  next  of 
Kin  are  therefore  entitled  to  it,  as  undisposed  of. 


i8t7. 
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Mr.  lAfnch : — ^The  plan  by  which  this  Testator  has 
endeavoured  to  effect  the  object  which  he  had  in  view, 
is,  in  substance,  that  which  has,  on  former  occasions, 
been  attempted,  but  which  has  always  failed,  that  is^  to 
give  successive  life  Estates,  or  rather  Estates  for 
years  determinable  upon  Lives,  not  only  to  Persons 
living  at  his  decease,  but  to  their  Sons  not  then  born, 
and  to  the  Children  of  such  Sons  ad  infinitum,  declaring, 
at  the  same  time,  that  each  Person  is  to  take  as  a  Pur- 
chaser :  And  the  first  question  is  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  Trusts  declared  of  these  two  Terms  of  years ;  and 
the  next,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  Terms  themselves. 

It  is  clear,  from  the  Cases  which  have  been  cited,  of 
Sammjille  v.  Lethbridze,  and  Beard  v.  Westcott,  that 
all  the  Limitations  in  tUltt   Case   or  Trusts  declared 
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subsequent  to  that  to  the  first  Son  of  the  Plaintiff^  tft 
void;  and,  that  being  so,  that  the  Terms,  finipfK>8in^ 
them  to  be  valid,  cannot  support  Trusts  in  themselva^ 
illegal:  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that,  if  these  Terms 
are  invalid,  tiie  Trusts  which  depend  on  them  must  haSL 
It  has,  however,  been  urged  that  these  Terms  are  valid, 
and  are,  therefore,  capable  of  supporting  TruBts  in 
themselves  invalid.  But  that  cannot  be:  for  you 
cannot  efiect  by  indirect  means,  that  which  cannot  hi 
done  by  direct  means ;  and  if  these  Terms  are  intro^ 
duced  into  this  Will  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  evade 
the  Law,  they  cannot  be  supported,  and  cannot  support 
Trusts  in  themselves  illegal.  Terms  for  years  are  ge^ 
kierally  introduced  into  Wills  and  Marriage  Settlements 
for  the  purpose  of  raising  Portions  or  Charges,  or  other 
sums  of  Money,  in  order  to  provide  for  the  necessities 
of  Families.  The  Terms  for  years  are  not  introducecl 
into  this  Will  for  any  such  purpose.  The  legal  Estate 
is  not  conferred  on  Trustees,  distinct  from  the  Holders 
of  the  Inheritance,  in  order  that  they  may  ruse  a  suid 
of  Money  to  provide  for  the  necessities  of  a  Ftmily. 
The  whole  legal  fee  simple  is  vested  in  the  Trustees, 
and  they  are  merely  directed  to  stand  possessed  of  tl 
portion  of  the  Inheritance  for  the  Terms  of  one  hundred 
and  twenty  years,  and  twenty  years.  But  they  have  no 
duty  to  perform :  and  the  only  purpose  for  which  those 
Terms  are  created,  is  to  evade  the  Law. 


If  the  Testator  did  not  wish  to  confer  the  legal  Estate 
on  his  Devisees,  nothing  could  have  been  easier  for  him 
than,  after  giving  the  legal  Estate  in  fee  simple  to  the 
Trustees,  to  declare  the  Trusts.  Those  Trusts  would 
have  been  for  the  Plaintiff,  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he 
iihould  so  long  live,  with  Remainder  to  his  Son,  fb# 
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Binety-iiine  years,  if  he  alKMild  so  long  ]xre,  with  Re^ 
mainder  to  his  Hdjr  Male  for  ninety 'nine  yearsy  if  he 
should  so  long  live.  But  the  framer  of  this  Will  knew 
well  that  such  Tnists  would  be  as  void  in  Equity  as  a 
limitation  to  the  same  effect  would  be  void  in  Law : 
and  therefore  it  was  that  he  introduced  into  this  Will 
what  may  fairiy  be  called  a  contrivance  to  evade  the 
Law.  Suppose  a  legal  Term  of  years  had  been  created^ 
and  that  the  Trustees  of  it  were  to  raise  a  sum  of 
Money  for  the  benefit  of  a  Person  at  the  age  of  thirty ; 
such  a  Oift  would  be  void  according  to  the  Case  of 
Crooke  v.  De  Vandes.  It  was  not  contended  there,  and 
could  not  be  contended  in  the  Case  put,  that  the  vali- 
dity of  the  Term  could  support  the  validity  of  the  Oifti 
Supposing  then  these  Terms  to  be  valid,  they  cannot 
support  Gifts  which  are,  in  themselves,  illegal.  If  the 
Court  puts  the  two  Terms  out  of  its  consideration,  anc( 
views  the  Will  as  if  they  had  not  been  introduced,  there 
is  an  end  of  the  question. 

The  boundary  fixed  by  the  L^w  for  an  Executory 
Devise  ijs,  a  Life  in  being  and  a  Term  of  t>venty-one 
years.  But  that  Term  cannot  be  a  Term  in  gross ;  but 
must  be  with  reference  to  the  minority  of  the  Person 
from  whom  the  Estate  is  to  go.  There  is  ai^other 
qualification,  and  a  vory  reasonable  one,  to  be  annexed 
to  thia  rule,  which  is,  that  a  Testator,  availing  himself 
of  tbe  indulgence  of  the  Law  in  allowing  him  to  limit 
his  Estate  at  all  by  way  of  Executory  Devise,  is  not  to 
commit  a  fi*aud  on  that  indulgence,  as  the  Testator  in 
thisL  Case  has  done,  by  the  use  which  he  has  made  of 
theae  two  Terms,  and  by  the  number  of  Lives  upon 
which  he  has  made  the  Term  of  one  hundred  and 
twenty  years  to  depend.     They  arc  twenty-eight  in 
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number,  and  eleven  of  them  entirely  unconnected  with 
the  Persons  intended  to  take  beneficially* 

In  Thdbuson's  Case  it  was  argued  that  the  Testator 
had,  in  fact,  substituted  Years  for  Lives,  and  thereby 
committed  a  fraud  on  the  indulgence  of  the  Court. 
There  the  Lives  for  which  the  accumulation  was  directed 
were  nine  only;  and  the  cestui  que  vies  were  imme- 
diately  connected  vnth  the  enjoyment  of  the  Estate. 
Here  the  Testator  has  openly  substituted  Years  for  Lives. 
He  might  as  well  have  taken  the  Lives  of  all  the 
inhabitants  of  North  and  South  America  as  the  twenty* 
eight  he  has  taken,  eleven  of  whom  are  perfect  strangers 
to  the  Persons  who  are  beneficially  to  take. 

It  is  almost  unnecessary  to  refer  to  Lade  v.  Holford(y), 
where  the  probable  suspense  of  Property  for  twenty-six 
years  was  held  to  be  illegal ;  and  in  Proctor  y.  7%e 
Bishop  of  Bath  and  tVelh  (z),  the  probable  suspense  of 
Property  for  twenty-four  years  was  held  to  be  invalid. 

Macdonald,  C.B.  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  in  Thettusson  v.  Woodford,  says :  ''  But  it  is 
asked,  shall  Lands  be  rendered  unalienable  during  the 
Lives  of  all  the  individuals  who  compose  very  large 
societies  or  bodies  of  men,  or  where  other  very  exten- 
sive descriptions  are  made  use  of?  It  may  be  answered 
that,  when  such  cases  occur,  they  will,  according  to 
their  respective  circumstances,  be  put  to  the  usual  test, 
whether  they  will  or  will  not  tend  to  a  perpetuity,  by 
rendering  it  almost,  if  not  quite,  impracticable  to  ascer- 
tain the  extinction  of  the  Lives  described,  and  will  be 
supported  or  avoided  accordingly  (a).''  And,  in  speaking 

{y)  Amb.  479.    (r)  s  H.  Black.  358.    (a)  1  N.  R.  187* 
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of  the  passages  which  haye  been  already  cited  firom 
Lord  Nottingham's  Report  of  the  Duke  ofNoffoWs  Cbbb, 
he  says :  ^'  With  an  easy  interpretation,  we  find  firom  my 
Lord  Nottingham,  what  that  tendency  to  a  perpetuity  is, 
which  the  policy  of  the  Law  has  considered  as  a  public 
inconvenience,  namely,  where  an  Executory  Devise 
would  have  the  efiect  of  making  Lands  unalienable 
beyond  the  time  which  is  allowed  in  legal  Limitations, 
that  is,  beyond  the  time  at  which  one  in  Remainder 
would  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one,  if  he  were  not  bom 
when  the  Limitations  were  executed.  When  he  declares 
that  he  will  stop  where  he  finds  an  inconvenience,  he 
cannot,  consistently  with  sound  construction  of  the 
context,  be  understood  to  mean  where  Judges  arbitrarily 
imagine  they  perceive  an  inconvenience ;  for  he  has 
himself  stated  where  an  inconvenience  begins,  namely, 
by  an  attempt  to  supersede  the  vesting  longer  than  can 
be  done  by  legal  Limitation  (by*  Gilbert,  C.  B.  in  his 
Treatise  upon  Uses,  lays  down  what  a  Perpetuity  is : 
he  says,  <'  1st,  That  all  Limitations  that  tend  to  the 
provision  of  the  Family,  and  to  secure  against  contin- 
gencies that  are  within  the  Parties  own  immediate 
prospect,  are  to  be  favoured ;  2dly,  all  Limitations 
that  perpetuate  or  tend  to  perpetuity  are,  in  them- 
selves, void  and  repugnant  to  the  policy  of  the 
Law  (cy* 


1827. 
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Is  it  possible  for  any  one,  upon  reading  the  Limita- 
tions contained  in  this  Will,  not  to  see  that  they  are 
exactiy  those  to  which  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  alludes  as 
tending  to  a  Perpetuity. 


(6)  1  N.  R.  386.    (c)  Gilb.  on  Uses,  3d  edit.  a59f  «6o. 
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f  There  is  another  objeCtioD  to  these  Limitationtf>-4ai 
^objection  at  Law^  independent  of  that  which  arises  oil 
the  Executory  Devise.  They  lyre  limited  to  Children 
of  unborn  Persons,  and^  therefore,  come  within  the  rule 
that  a  possibility  cannot  be  limited  upon  a  possibility. 
•On  these  grounds,  therefore,  it  is  submitted  that  these 
Trusts  are  illegal,  and,  being  illegal,  that  they  ciumot 
be  supported  by  these  Terms,  even  supposing  they  are 
legal,  and  not  used  tts  an  evasion  of  the  Law* 


The  tkeicl  point  is,  with  respect  to  the  Term  of  twenty 
years,  which  here  is  taken  as  an  absolute  Term.     Lord 
JEldon,  C.  in  delivering  his  judgment  in  Griffiths  v. 
Vere  (d)  says :   **  We  all  know  the  origin  of  this  Act  (e). 
Previously,   I  conceive,  the  Law  upon  this  point  t6 
.have  stood  in  this  way ;  that  you  might  by  Executory 
Devise  prevent  an  Estate  from  vesting  during  a  Life  or 
.Lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years,  and  a  small  por- 
tion of  time,  the  period  of  gestation*'^    It  is  clear  that 
.Lord  Eldon  coupling  the  twenty-one  years  with  the 
few  months  allowed  for  gestation,  clearly  referred  to 
minority. 

It  has  been  argued  that,  because  by  the  39th  and 
.40th  Geo.  3,  c.  98  accumulation  is  allowed  for  an 
absolute  period  of  twent}*-one  years,  a  suspension  of 
the  vesting  of  the  Inheritance  should  be  allowed  for 
that  period.  But  that  Act  was  passed  for  the  purpose 
of  regulating  accumulation  only,  and  does  not  in  muff 
•  way  affect  the  rule  with  respect  to  the  suspenoon  of 
the  vesting  of  the  Inheritance.     If  that  be  the  case. 


((/)  9  Ves.  131.        (c)  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.g^  \  ) 
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tibiere  is  an  end  to  the  Tenn  of  twenty  years ;  and  'the 
Term  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  must  fall  with 
ijt,  because  it  is  ingrafted  on  it,  and  they  both  constitute 
one  Term :  or,  at  least,  the  Trusts  declared,  jointly,  of 
both  these  Terms,  cannot  be  carried  into  effect.  For 
here  is  one  period  composed  of  both  Terms,  upon  which 
^e  Testator  says  certain  Trusts  are  to  arise.  That 
period  exceeds  the  boundary  assigned  by  Law,  and 
therefore  all  the  Trusts  must  faiL  Ld.  Southamptim 
y.  The  Marquis  of  Hertford  (/).  Marshall  v.  Hollor 
way  (g). 
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To  decide  the  contrary  would  violate  the  intention 
.  f  the  Testator ;  for  he  never  meant  that  the  Trusts 
should  arise  upon  one  Term  and  not  upon  the  other ; 
but  has  declared  that  they  should  arise  upon  that 
period  which  was  constituted  of  both  Terms.  If, 
therefore,  these  Terms  are  in  themselves  illegal,  if  they 
are  introduced  merely  as  an  evasion  and  contrivance, 
and  if  this  Term  of  twenty  years  is  altogether  void, 
and  the  Trust  of  both  Terms  is  in  consequence  void, 
it  is  admitted  on  the  other  side,  that  the  direction  to 
convey  the  Inheritance  at  the  expiration  of  the  Term 
of  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  is  altogether  void. 
For  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  Remainders  that  are  to 
.take  effect  after  the  Estates  which  are  considered  too 
remote,  also  fail.  That  is  decided  by  several  authori- 
•ties,  but,  particularly,  by  the  late  Case  of  Beard  v. 
Westcott.  The  consequence,  therefore,  is,  that  none  of 
these  Trusts  can  be  carried  into  execution,  and,  there- 
fore, the  real  Estate  has  descended  to  the  Heir-at-Law, 
and.  the  personalty  belongs  to  the  next  of  Kin. 


(/)  2  V.  &  B.  54. 


(g)  a  Swan.  43a, 
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Aoolher  question  in  this  Case  is,  whether,  in  cM^ 
sequence  of  the  direction  to  lay  ont  this  Money  in 
Land,  the  Heir-at-Law,  and  not  the  next  of  Kin,  is  ta 
take  it.    The  direction  itself,  no  one  can  deny  it,  is 
legal ;  but,  if  there  is  no  object  for  which  the  direction 
can  be  carried  into  execution,  there  is  no  necessity  for 
laying  out  the  Money  in  Land,  or  considering  it  as 
Land :  but  the  Court  will  consider  the  case  as  if  there 
were  no  such  direction  given.    But  if  the  Court  shall 
tx>n8ider  that  this  direction  is  to  be  carried  into  effect, 
then  the  next  of  Kin  will  take  it  as  Land.    In  Smith  r. 
Claxtan  (g),  where  the  converse  of  this  proposition  was 
discussed,  all  the  Cases  on  that  point  were  considered  ; 
and  there  it  was  decided  that,  if  a  Testator  directs 
real  Estate  to  be  sold  for  certain  purposes,  and  those 
purposes  altogether  fisLil,  the  Heir  would  not  only  take 
it,  but  would  take  it  as  Land.   The  Testator  has  directed 
his  personal  Estate  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
Land,  for  a  purpose  which  has  altogether  failed :  and^ 
therefore,  the  next  of  Kin  will  take  it,  and  they  will  take 
it  as  personalty,  and  not  as  realty.    It  makes,  however, 
very  little  difference  to  them  whether  they  take  it  as  per- 
sonalty or  as  reftlty.  But,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
Case,  they  take  it  as  personalty.    With  respect  to  the 
Trust  for  accumulation,  if  the  other  Trusts  are  void,  the 
accumulation  altogether  ceases.    As  to  the  accumula- 
tion, there  is  no  objection  to  it,  it  is  an  accumulation 
allowed  by  the  Act ;  but  if  the  Trusts  are  altogether 
void,  the  accumulation  becomes  unnecessary.    On  the 
grounds  stated  it  is  submitted  that  none  of  these  Trusts 
can  be  carried  into  effect,  and,  therefore,  that  the  next  of 
Kin  are  entitled  to  the  Property  as  personal  Estate. 


(A)  4  >Madd.  484. 
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Mr.  Home,  Mr.  Shadwell,  and  Mr.  Rolfe,  appeared 
for  Mr.  Cadell,  the  Executor  of  the  Testator's 
Widow. 

Mr.  Home : — ^The  question*  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  is,  whether,  taking  the  whole  of  this  Will 
together,  it  is  not  a  fraud  upon  the  Law  against  Per- 
petuity. Not  one  of  the  Terms  which  this  Testator 
has  affected  to  create,  has  any  existence  for  any  pur- 
pose but  to  evade  the  rule  of  Law.  The  Trustees  of 
the  Terms  have  in  them  the  whole  legal  and  equitable 
fee.  The  Terms  exist  on  paper  only ;  in  fact,  they  are 
all  merged  in  the  fee. 

In  the  first  place,  there  is  a  direction  for  accumulah 
tion.  Now  it  is  not  disputed  that  an  accumulation  may 
be  good  for  twenty-one  years.  But  if  the  only  pur- 
pose of  the  accumulation  be  to  further  the  ultimate 
purpose  of  the  Will,  and  that  purpose  be  to  evade  the 
Law  against  perpetuity,  and  therefore  cannot  take 
effect,  the  Trust  for  accumulation  must  necessarily  fail 
with  it.  The  object  is  to  give,  through  the  medium  of 
these  fictitious  Terms,  the  Estates  to  be  enjoyed  accord- 
ing to  a  course  of  Limitations  which,  taken  by  them- 
selves, would  be  bad,  and  to  prevent  those  from  having 
the  power  to  alienate,  who,  but  for  these  Terms,  must 
take  Estates,  which,  by  the  general  policy  of  the  Law, 
are  alienable.  Though  the  rule  of  Law  be,  that  no  dis- 
position shall  be  good  by  which  alienation  may  be  sus- 
pended for  a  period  longer  than  a  Life  or  Lives  in  being 
and  twenty  one  years  after ;  yet  the  converse  of  this 
rule  is  no  where  laid  down,  that  every  suspension  dur- 
ing that  period  is  good ;  but  whatever  tends  to  a  per- 
petuity, or  is  within  the  mischief  of  it  is,  whatever  may 
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i>e  the  ingenaity  with  which  the  particular  instni- 
jiueiit  has  been  framed,  a  case  for  the  interference  of 
the  Court. 

In  ibrmer  Cases  the  question  has  beeuj  who  was  the 
Peison  who,  at  a  limited  period  after  the  Tesjtator^ip 
.death,  was  to  take  the  Estate  ?  and,  in  the  mean  time> 
it  has  been  always  clear  either  that  a  different  set  of 
JPersons  or  nobody  at  all  was  to  take  it.    But  h^e  the 
Tei^tor  means  that^  from  his  death,  there  shall  be 
takers.  Persons  who,  from  his  death,  shall  be  De* 
yisees  under  his  Will  during  the  existence  of  those 
fictitious  Terms  of  one-hundred  and  twenty  years  and 
twenty  years.    These  Persons  are  to  take,  not  for  accu- 
.jumlation,  not  for  any  thing  collateral  to  the  Testator's 
^neral  object,  but  as  Devisees  ;  and,  at  the  expiration 
.of  one-hundred  and  twenty  years  and  twenty  years  after, 
•a  new  taker  is  not  to  be  sought  for ;  but  the  Person  then 
to  take  is  to  be  exactly  the  same  as  is  to  take  under  the 
fpfevious  Limitations,  and,  therefore,  the  same  indivi- 
dual who,  under  the  previous  Limitations,  would  be  in 
possession  of  the  Estates,  as  a  substantive  Devisee, 
taking  in  the  course  of  succession  prescribed  by  this 
Will. 


Mr.  Sbadwell: — It  cannot  be  disputed  that  a  direction 
,to  accumulate  personal  Estate  for  twenty-one  years 
after  the  death  of  the  Testator,  considered  by  itself  is 
.good.  But  although  the  Trust  for  accumulation,  in 
•this  case,  is  good,  having  respect  to  the  length  of  time 
.only  during  which  it  is  directed  to  take  place,  yet,  if  it 
is  intended  for  some  other  purpose  which  is  not  goo«|, 
.the  Trust  itself  will  become  void,  and,  consequently, 
.those  who  represent  the  Widow  and  next  of  Kin  will  be 
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entitled  (i).  The  question  tiien  is  whether^  inasmuch 
as  tiie  Testator  has  directed  that»  at  the  end  of  twenty-^ 
one  years,  the  accumulated  fund  shall  be  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  freehold  Estates,  to  be  settled  in  the  same: 
manner  as  the  detised  Estates,  the  Ttusts  which  are 
ezprossed  respecting  the  devised  Estates,  are  good. 
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In  the  first  instance  a  question  arises  whether  thd 
language  in  which  these  Trusts  are  expressed  be,  itsdi^ 
intelligible;  ist,  as  to  the  Term  of  one  hundred  and 
twenty  years,  if  George  Bengough  and  twenty-seven  othei 
Persons  shall  so  long  live.  What  necessity  was  thel^ 
for  providing  a  Term  of  ninety-nine  years  if  George 
Bengough  shall  so  long  live,  when  that  Term  was  to  be 
taken  out  of  the  Term  of  one  hundred  and  twekity  years 
if  George  Bengough  and  twenty-seven  other  Persons 
should  so  long  live  ?  The  Will  then  proceeds,  *'  and 
after  the  determination  of  the  Estate  and  Interest  of 
each  of  the  same  Sons  respectively,  and  also,  as  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  shall  require,  after  the  deter«- 
mination  of  the  Estate  of  any  Person  taking,  from  time 
to  time,  under,  or  as  answering  the  description  of  Heir 
Male  of  his  body :''  Whose  body  is  here  meant  ?  The 
only  Persons  mentioned  before  are  the  first  and  other 
Sons.  And  then  it  is  supposed  that,  after  the  determi- 
nation of  the  Estate  and  Interest  of  each  of  these  Sonis, 
there  may  be  some  Son  who,  from  time  to  time,  may 
have  taken  under  the  description  of  Heir  Male  of  the 
body,  although  no  such  Person  is  before  mentidned^ 
and,  therefore,  that  the  Estate  which  this  Person  may 
have  taken,  shall  have  detennined.  And  then  the  Will 
proceeds,  ''  in  trust  for  the  Person  who,  for  the  time 


(i)  Tregwmell  v.  ^jfdbiAam,  3-D4^w,  194. 
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being,  and  from  time  to  time,  shall  answer  the  descrip^ 
tion  of  Heir  Male  of  his  body/'  So  that  it  is,  in  sul>' 
stance,  a  Ximitation  in  tnist  for  a  Son  for  life,  and, 
after  his  death,  and,  after  the  decease  of  a  Parson 
answering  the  description  of  Heir  Male  of  the  Son's 
body,  in  tmst  for  a  Person  who  answers  the  descrip- 
tion of  Heir  Male  of  his  body.  So  that  the  Estate  of 
the  Person  is  to  be  determined  before  he  takes  any 
Estate  at  all.  And  then  it  goes  on  to  say :  ^'or  who,  in 
case  of  the  death  of  his  Parent,  if  such  death  bad  taken 
place,  would  be  the  Heir  Male  of  his  body,  under  an 
Estate  to  be  limited  to  the  same  Son  and  the  Heirs  Male 
of  his  body."  This  seems  to  point  to  some  other  case 
in  which  the  Estate  of  the  Person  who  was  to  haye 
taken  as  Heir  Male  of  the  body  of  the  Son,  shall  have 
determined,  and  then  to  the  case  of  some  other  Person 
who,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  his  Parent,  would  be 
the  Heir  Male  of  his  body,  that  is,  Heir  Male  of  his 
Parent's  body.  But  it  is  not  said  what  Estate  the 
Parent  himself  is  to  take. 


'  The  great  question,  however,  is,  whether,  as  the  Tes* 
tator  has  directed  the  Trusts  to  endure  for  a  Term  of 
one  hundred  and  twenty  years,  during  the  Lives  of 
twenty-eight  Persons,  of  whom  seven  alone  are  benefi* 
cially  interested  in  the  Estate,  those  Trusts  are  not 
void  ?  In  Griffiihs  v.  Vere  (k).  Lord  EUon,  C.  in  com- 
menting upon  the  decision  o{  Long  v.  Blackall,  says : 
^  Whether  the  Law  is  according  to  that  Decision  or 
not,  it  was  quite  a  settied  notion,  previously,  that  you 
might,  by  Executory  Devise,  prevent  an  Estate  vesting 
for  a  Life  or  Lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years,  vrith 


{k)  9  Yes.  187  ;  see  page  138* 
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Ihat  small  addition  at  the  end  of  the  Life,  subject  to 
ell  questions  as  to  the  inconvenience  from  the  circum- 
stance of  selecting  a  great  number  of  Lives,  which 
might  be  considered  subjudice'*    So  that  Lord  Eldon 
did  not  mean  to  say  that  the  proposition  is  generally 
true.    It  is,  however,  a  proposition  which  those  who 
attempt  to  support  this  Will,  must  prove  to  be  generally 
true.    It  is  obvious  that  there  is  a  degree  of  inconve- 
nience arising  from  the  selection  of  the  Lives  of  a  great 
number  of  Persons  not  connected  with  the  Estate. 
The  Duke  of  Norfolk's  Case  (I),  which  is  considered  as 
the  foundation,  on  which  this  doctrine  stands,  was  a 
Case  decided  by  Lord  Nb^^ifigAam,  having  regard  to  the 
particular  circumstance  that  there  was  a  convenience 
in  making  a  family  arrangement  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Persons  interested  in  the  Estate ;  and  he  held  that  the 
Trusts  of  the  Term  of  two  hundred  years  might  be  con- 
mdered  as  good,  having  regard  to  the  circumstance 
that  the  different  Persons  who  were  to  take  a  benefit 
in  the  Trusts  of  the  Term,  were,  themselves,  the  Persons 
who  were  to  take  an  interest  in  the  Estate  devised. 
Lord  Nottingham  applies  his  argument  thus:   ^'  The 
equity  in  this  Case  is  much  stronger,  and  ought  to 
sway  a  man  very  much  to  incline  to  the  making  good 
this  Settlement  if  he  can.    It  was  prudence  in  the  Earl 
to  take  care  that,  when  the  Honour  descended  upon 
Henry,   a  little  better  support   should  be    given  to 
Charles,  who  was  the  next  man,  and  trod  upon  the 
heels  of  the  Inheritance.''    And  he  enlarges  upon  this 
observation.    Again  he  says  :  ''  If  then  this  be  so  that 
here  is  a  Conveyance  made  which  breaks  no  rule  of 
Law,  introduces  no  visible  inconvenience,  savours  not 
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of  p«rpetaityf  tends  to  no  ill  example,  why  this  ahovil 
ht  void  only  because  it  is  a  Lease  for  years,  there  ie  no 
sense  in  that.  Now  if  Charles  Hawatd^%  Estate  be 
good  in  Law,  it  is  ten  tunes  better  in  Equity,  for  it  is 
worth  the  considering  that  this  Limitation  upon  &is 
contingency  happeniag,  (as  k  hath,  God  ba  tbankedX 
was  the  considefate  desire  of  the  family  the  oiicvm* 
stances  whereof  required  consideration,  and.  this  Settle^ 
ment  was  the  result  of  it  made  with  the  best  ftdTice 
jQiey  could  procure,  and  it  was  as  prudent  a  pronsioA 
as  could  be  made/'  (m). 


lliere  is  no  prudence  in  the  provisions  of  this  WiB. 
•It  is  an  arbitrary,  imprudent  disposition  of  Froptrtj, 
asd  not  in  the  least  connected  with  the  benefit  of  tfioee 
Persons  who  are  entitled  to  take  under  it* 


llr.  J2o^: — By  referring  to  the  different  d&toon 
Ike  subject,  it  will  appear  how  the  opinion  beeune  pve>- 
valent  in  die  profession  tiiat,  by  means  of  an  Executory 
Devise,  an  Esfate  might  be  limited  so  as  not  to  yest 
tin  twenty«one  yeara  after  Lives  in  being. 


In  the  fimt  place,  it  is  quite  dear  that  iias  af  very 
modem  introduction;  for,  othimfwise,  tbai  kMig sKsensr 
sion,  and  the  great  di£Eerence  of  opiiuon  which  took 
place  tu  the  decision  of  the  Duke  of  NcrfaU^^  Case, 
je#uld  not  have  ansen.  That  Case  decided,  for  the  first 
lime,.that  mx  Exeei^ry  Thrust  was  good  if  it  took  eflKi^ 
during  a  Life  in  being :  and,  if  any  idea  had  existed  at 
that  time  that  it  would  be  good  lor  twenty-one  years 
beyond  the  Life  in  being,  much  of  the  discussion  ifk 


(m)  See  3  Ca.  Ch.  3^  &  51* 
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that  Case  conld  not  have  taken  place.  Lord  Nottingham 
did  not  mean  to  decide  whether  a  life  in  being  wab 
the  ultimate  point  to  which  the  suspension  of  vesting 
might  be  continued.  At  that  time  the  Case  of  Taylor 
V.  Biddal(n)  had  just  been  decided;  but  it  is  fair  to 
presume  that  it  was  not  present  to  the  mind  of  Lord 
Nottingham,  or  of  the  Judges  who  assisted  him,  because 
it  was  impossible  to  believe  that  he  would  have  relied 
on  Pelh  V.  Brown  (p),  if  he  had  known  that,  either  two 
or  three  years  before,  a  Case  had  been  decided  that 
went  beyond  it. 

The  next  Case  on  the  subject  iBMassenburghv.Ash(p). 
But  it  appears  from  the  facts  of  that  Case,  that  it  is  not 
a  decision  that  the  Term  of  twenty-one  years  may  be 
taken  as  a  Term  in  gross. 


Bekoouoh 
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The  next  Case  in  point  of  date  is  a  Case  not  referring 
to  real  Estate  at  all,  Init  to  Personalty,  and  in  respect 
of  which  the  same  principle  was  necessarily  applied. 
It  is  the  Case  of  Maddox  v.  Staines  (q).  It  is  evident, 
from  the  judgment  in  this  Case,  that  it  is  no  authority 
for  taking  the  Term  of  twenty-one  years  in  gross,  but 
that  it  was  decided,  like  the  others,  merely  wiA  refe* 
rence  to  the  analogy  between  the  Devise  to  take  ei^t 
at  the  end  of  minority,  and  a  legal  Limitation  to  a 
Person  for  Life,  with  Remainder  in  Tail,  and  which 
Remainder  in  Tail  would  not  be  disposable  until  the 
Party  obtained  his  majority. 

Next  to  that  comes  the  very  i0^>ortaat  Case  (^ 
Stephens  v.  Stephens  (r),  which  had  the  singular  advan- 

(n)  2  Mod.  289  ;  Freera.  243 ;  i  Eq.  Ab.  188.         ' 

(0)  Cro.  Jac.  590.  (jj)  1  Vern.  234. 

{q)  2  P.  W.  421.  (r)  Ca.  Tcm.  Talb.  228. 
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tage  of  obtaining  the  concurrence  both  of  Lord  TdXbat 
and  Lord  Hardwicke.  That,  as  appears  from  the  Jndges 
certificate,  is  any  thing  rather  than  a  decision  thai 
a  Term  of  twenty-one  years  in  gross  was  good.  The 
next  Case  is  GoodtUle  v.  Wood  (s).  Some  part  of 
the  judgment  in  this  case  does,  at  firsts  appear  to  sup- 
port the  doctrine  contended  for  on  the  other  side;  but, 
when  it  is  considered,  as  it  ought  to  be,  with  reference 
to  the  context,  it  leaves  the  matter  precisely  where  it 
found  it.  This  was  followed  by  another  decision  by 
Lord  Hardwicke,  Sheffield  v.  Lord  Orrery  (t),  in  1745. 
He  very  evidently  there  seems  to  have  entertained  the 
same  opinion  as  he  asserted,  after  the  greatest  delibe- 
ration, in  the  Case  of  Stephens  v.  Stephens^  in  which 
there  was  no  mention  of  the  Term  of  twenty-one  years 
as  taken  absolutely,  but  as  simply  referring  to  the 
minority  of  the  Party  who  was  to  take.  In  the  same 
year  there  was  decided  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
in  the  time  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Lee,  the  Case  of 
Guttiver  v.  Wicket  (ti).  Then  comes  another  Case 
before  Lord  Hardwicke,  Bullock  v.  Stones  (x).  Now 
Lord  Hardwicke  does  not  seem,  from  any  thing  that  is 
said  there,  to  have  altered  his  opinion,  or  to  have  sus- 
pected that  a  different  rule  of  Law  had  been  established 
since  the  decision  of  Stephens  v.  Stephens.  In  Good- 
man  v.  Goodright  {y\  the  Court  held  that  the  Devise 
over  was  too  remote.  In  Michaelmas  Term  1759 
occurred  a  Case  that,  from  the  nature  and  magnitude 
of  the  Property,  and  importance  of  the  Parties  con- 
cerned in  it,  underwent  before  Lord  Northington  as 
great  discussion  as  any  Case  ever  did.  The  Duke  of 


(s)  Willes.  211 ;  and  7  T.  R.  103,  note.      (0  3  Atk.  282. 

(«)  1  WilsoDy  185.  (x)  2  Vez.  521. 

(y)  2  Burr.  873.    See  Harris  v.  Barnes^  4  Borr.  2157. 
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MarlboTOugh  v.  The  Earl  of  Godolpkin  (z).  It  appears 
dear  from  the  judgment^  coupled  with  the  expres- 
sions used  by  Lord  Northington,  that  he  had  the 
SHtme  opinion  as  his  predecessors.  Lord  Hardwkke  and 
Lord  Talbot,  entertained,  namely,  that  Ithis  term  of 
twenty-one  years  had  never  been  considered  as  a  term 
in  gross.  The  next  deciision  is  a  Case  by  Lord  AToiu- 
field,  C.  J.  (fl).  This  is  a  very  strong  Case  to  show  that, 
80  recently  as  the  year  1 780,  when  this  Case  was  before 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  after  it  had  been  argued 
three  times,  that  Court  deciding  in  the  Case  before 
them  that  the  Limitation  over  was  not  too  remote, 
referred  to  the  Case  oF  Stepfiens  v.  Stephens,  as  being 
the  Case  that  went  the  greatest  length  that  the  Courts 
had  ever  allowed.  It  plainly  appears  that  the  ground 
on  which  the  Court  decided  in  favour  of  the  Limitation 
over  in  this  Case  was,  that  the  power  of  alienation 
would  not  be  suspended  beyond  that  period  to  which  it 
might  be  suspended  in  the  case  of  a  Contingent  Re- 
mainder in  Tail.  Then  there  is  the  Case  of  Long  v. 
Blackallifi),  in  which  Lord  Kenyofi,  C.  J.  expressly 
refers  to  the  ground  on  which  the  suspension  was  al- 
lowed, as  being  analogous  to  the  Limitations  of  a  Com-^ 
mon  Law  Conveyance.  Then  two  years  afterwards 
came  the  Case  of  Thellusson  v.  Woodford  (c),  which  is 
an  extremely  important  one,  because  all  the  law  on  the 
subject  was  fully  discussed ;  and,  in  that  Case,  for  the 
first  time,  was  the  precise  question  mooted.  In  the 
first  argument  before  Lord  Loughborough,  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  Buller,  J.  had  stated  that  an  Executory 

(z)  1  EdeD,  404.    See  particularly  41 8. 
(a)  Doe  v.  FonnereaUf  2  Doug.  470. 
(A)  7  T.  R.  10a.  (c)  4  Ves.  227. 
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Devise  of.  an  Estate  might  be  suspended  resting  for  a 
Life  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  after :  and 
then  Lord  Alvanley,  M.  R.  in  giving  his  judgment  says : 
"  As  to  the  period  of  twenty-one  years,  that  could  not 
be  his  meaning,  nor,  with  submission  to  the  learned 
Judge  who  immediately  preceded  me,  has  it  ever  been 
considered  as  a  term  that  may,  at  all  events,  be  added 
to  such  Executory  Devise  or  Trust.  I  have  only  found 
this  dictum,  that  Estates  may  be  unalienable  for  lives 
in  being  and  twenty-one  years,  merely  because  a  Life 
may  be  an  Infant,  or  en  ventre  sa  mere.  Therefore  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that  expression  cannot  be  held  to 
mean  more  than  Children  in  the  womb  at  the  Testator's 
death."  This,  therefore,  if  it  had  been  the  point  in 
question,  would  have  been  a  precise  decision  on  the 
subject.  It  cannot  of  course  be  quoted  as  going  that 
length :  but  it  is  a  statement  by  Lord  Alvanley  evidently 
made  on  some  consideration  and  reflection:  and,  as 
we  find  that  Mr.  Justice  Buller  did  not  express  dis- 
sent, we  may  presume  that  he  acquiesced  in  it.  The 
Case  then  came  on  before  the  House  of  Lords  (J). 
There  Macdonald,  C.  B.  who  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges,  says,  '*  The  established  length  bf  time 
during  which  the  vesting  may  be  suspended,  is  during 
a  Life  or  Lives  in  being,  the  period  of  gestation,  and 
the  infancy  of  such  posthumous  Child."  It  is  evident 
that  the  Judges  did  not  mean  to  say  that,  in  every  case, 
twenty-one  years  might  be  taken.  If  a  Judge  were 
asked  what  was  the  utmost  limit,  he  never  would  say 
any  thing  about  infancy  or  minority  if  he  meant  a 
term  of  twenty-one  years,  whether  there  were  infancy 
or  no  infancy.    It  is  impossible  to  suppose  it  should 


(flO  It  Ves.  112 ;  see  143. 
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have  been  stated  as  a  qualified  term  of  twenty-one 
years,  if  an  absolute  term  was  meant.  Now,  having 
thus  detailed  the  progress  of  the  judicial  opinions  on  Bengouch 
this  subject,  it  can  only  be  remarked^  in  answer  to  the 
statement  that  the  opinions  of  Conveyancers  and  learned 
Persons  have  been  otherwise,  and  that  it  has  been 
universally  stated,  in  the  text-books,  that  the  period 
is  Lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  afterwards, 
that  the  rule  has  been  stated  in  too  unqualified  a  manner. 
But  the  Law  is  not  to  be  made  to  square  with  the 
deductions  and  reasons  of  the  text-writers,  but  the 
reasons  of  the  text-writers  made  to  conform  to  the 
Law.  The  invariable  criterion,  according  to  the  autho- 
rity of  Lord  Nottingham,  of  the  validity  or  invalidity  of 
Executory  Limitations  in  point  of  remoteness,  is  this ; 
could  a  corresponding  Limitation  have  been  made  by 
a  legal  Limitation  by  way  of  Remainder  ?  Now,  in  an- 
swer to  that,  two  Cases  have  been  cited,  one  of  which 
was  Uoyd  v.  Carew,  and  in  which  there  certainly  was 
a  suspension  for  a  year  afler  the  death  of  the  Testator. 
But  there  was  no  suspension  of  the  power  of  alienation ; 
for,  the  moment  the  Life  determined,  the  Estate  might 
have  been  alienated  if  the  two  Parties  concurred.  The 
other  Case  was  Heath  v.  Heath,  It  has  been  said  that 
there  nothing  was  given  to  the  Son.  It  was  given  in 
fee  to  the  Father,  and  was  given  over,  solely,  in  the 
event  of  the  Father  not  having  a  Son  who  should  attain 
twenty-one  years.  But  alienation  might  have  been 
suspended,  by  a  legal  Limitation,  just  to  the  same 
extent.  Suppose  the  Estate  had  been  given  to  the 
Father,  for  life,  with  Remainder  to  the  Son,  in  tail,  with 
Remainder  to  the  Father,  in  fee,  or  with  Remainder  to 
the  Devisee  over,  in  fee,  it  would  have  rendered  the 
Property  alienable  at  the  death  of  a  Party  in  being  and 
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coining  of  age^  that  is,  it  would  have  rendered  it  alien* 
able  immediately  upon  the  death  of  the  Father,  except 
that  the  poUcy  of  the  Law  will  not  allow  an  Infant  to 
alienate ;  and  that  is  a  want  of  alienation  that  no  system 
of  Law  ever  could  guard  against,  because  it  interferes 
with  what  the  Law  considers  more  important,  namely, 
the  protection  of  Parties  when  they  have  no  power  to 
protect  themselves. 

Mr.  Hart,  and  Mr.  Pepys,  for  Henry  Bengough,  and 
Mr.  Cooper,  for  Hetuy,  Richard,  and  Arm  Rkketts, 
declined  to  argue  the  Case. 

Mr.  Preston,  in  reply :  — 
Although  it  has  been  asserted  on  the  other  side,  by 
all  the  Counsel,  that  a  Limitation  over,  to  be  valid 
within  the  rule  against  Perpetuities,  must  be  limited 
to  take  effect  before  the  expiration  of  twenty-one  years, 
as  a  positive  term,  after  the  death  of  a  life  or  lives 
in  being;  yet  they  have  all  differed  among  them- 
selves as  to  the  terms  in  which  the  rule  should  be 
stated.  If,  however,  they  can  be  considered  as  having 
agreed  that  the  rule  is,  that  the  most  remote  period 
is  lives  in  being  and  the  superadded  period  of  infancy, 
then  it  is  clear  that  Lloyd  v.  Carew  (e),  Gore  v.  Gore  (f), 
and  Marks  v.  Marks (g),  are  authorities  against  it;  and 
these  cases  all  decide  that  Limitations  are  valid  which 
are  made  to  take  effect  after  lives  in  being  and  a  sub- 
sequent term  not  exceeding  twenty-one  years,  withont 
any  reference  to  infancy.  In  Thellusson  v.  Woodford  the 
objection  was,  that  the  Testator  had  infringed  the  Law 
by  taking  Lives  as  the  measure  of  time,  without  reference 
to  the  enjoyment,  and  the  objection  did  not  prevail. 

(0  Show.  P.  C.  137.    (/)  a  P.  W.  28.    (g)  10  Mod.  490. 
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It  18  objected  that^  even  if  the  Limitations  in  this  Will 
could  be  good^  they  are  an  evasion  of  the  Law  and  a  fraud 
on  the  rule.  That  is  a  solecism.  It  is  absurd  to  say 
that  there  is  a  rule  of  Law  which  permits  the  suspension 
of  Property  during  a  given  period,  and  that  it  is  an  eva- 
sion of  the  Law  to  conform  to  the  rule.  Nothing  which 
is  consistent  with  the  rule  can  be  a  fraud  on  the  rule. 
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The  view  taken  of  the  3gth  and  40th  Geo.  III.  c.  98, 
by  the  Counsel  on  the  other  side^  is  mistaken.  It  is 
impossible  to  say  that  there  are  not  inaccuracies  in 
the  Statute.  Lord  Eldon  has  said  that  it  is  in  some 
respects  inaccurately  worded.  Still,  the  Statute  is 
a  legislative  declaration  of  the  validity  of  a  trust  for 
accumulation  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  inde- 
pendently of  enjoyment.  The  Statute  Law  has,  by 
construction  only,  declared  that  Lives  cannot  be  taken 
as  the  measure  of  time  for  accumulation.  Even  in 
the  case  of  a  Deed  the  period  of  twenty-one  years  may 
be  taken  to  commence  from  the  death  of  the  Grantor. 
It  is  true  that  direct  accumulation  is  prevented,  except 
for  the  periods  mentioned  in  the  Statute.  But  there 
are  many  indirect  modes,  as  by  planting,  the  manage- 
ment of  underwood,  &c.  &c.,  in  which  an  accumula^ 
lion,  as  extensive  in  amount,  may  be  made  and  kept 
within  the  period  which  the  Law  permits,  as  could  have 
been  by  the  more  direct  modes  of  Limitation  which 
the  Statute  virtually  prohibits ;  in  short,  for  the  periods 
allowed  by  the  rule  against  Perpetuities  as  it  stood 
prior  to  the  Statute,  and  as  it  protected  the  Gifts  in 
Mr.  Thellusson'B  Will. 


It  has  been  asserted  to  be  impossible  to  make  a  series 
of  legal  Limitations,  without  vesting  the  legal  Estate  in 
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1827.  Trustees,  of  such  a  nature  as  are  made  in  this  WiH 
'  ^  '  through  the  interposition  of  those  Trustees  in  whom 
Lfcscoiou      tijg  legal  Inheritance  is  vested.    But  it  is  a  mistake 

P       '  to  suppose  that  valid  Limitations  of  the  legal  Estate 

could  not  be  made  to  take  effect  at  periods  as  remote 
as  the  equitable  Interests  given  by  this  Will  are  limited. 
It  is  true  that,  by  Will,  Interests  may  be  limited  in  a 
mode  or  form  that  would  not  be  valid  in  a  Deed.  Thus 
in  Lampefs  Case  (Ji)  the  Bequest  of  a  term  of  years  to 
A,  for  life,  rnd  after  his  death  to  J3.  for  life,  was  held 
good  as  an  executory  Bequest,  although  the  Gift  over, 
being  of  a  C  attel  Interest,  would  not  have  been  valid 
by  Deed.  By  the  rules  of  the  Common  Law  the  first 
taker  would  have  had  the  whole  term  vested  in  him 
absolutely.  If  one  is  possessed  of  a  term  of  one 
thousand  years,  he  may,  even  by  Deed  and  by  the  rules 
of  the  Common  Law,  limit  it  to  A.  for  ninety-nine 
years  if  he  shall  so  long  live,  and,  after  that  term,  to  J3. 
for  ninety-nine  year «  if  he  shall  so  long  live.  And  so 
any  successive  number  of  Lives  in  esse  may  be  taken.  It 
is  true  that  successive  life  Estates,  as  mere  life  Estates^ 
limited  of  terms  of  years,  are  not  good  at  Common 
Law.  But  a  Limitation  to  A.  for  one  hundred  years, 
if  A.  B.  and  C,  or  any  of  their  issue,  shall  so  long  live, 
is  a  good  limitation  of  the  term :  and  the  Leases  made 
by  the  Liverpool  Corporation  are  for  lives,  or  Lives  and 
twenty-one  years  beyond  the  lives. 

Although  the  Case  of  Jee  v.  Audley  has  been  quoted 
on  the  other  side,  yet  it  is  important  to  observe  thai 
Lord  Kenyon  in  that  Case  stated  the  rule  in  these  wofds : 
'^  limitations  of  personal  Estate  are  void,  unless  they 
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and  twenty-one  years,  or  nine  or  ten  months  after- 
wards." And  there  cannot  be  any  doubt,  notwith- 
standing the  Certificate  in  Beard  v.  WestcoU.  that  Lord  « 
Kenyon  stated  the  rule  with  accuracy.  In  any  other 
view  than  as  formerly  suggested,  it  is  impossible  to 
reconcile  the  Case  of  Beard  v.  Westcott  with  Heath  v. 
Heath.  The  Limitation  in  Beard  v.  Westcott  was  such 
that  neither  of  the  periods  exceeded  twenty-one  years 
from  the  death  of  the  person  in  esse,  and  they  were  taken 
with  reference  to  minority.  But  then  it  is  said  the 
minority  to  which  the  periods  refer  must  be  the  minority 
of  the  Person  to  take  under  the  Limitation.  That  is  a 
mistake.  The  period  may  be  taken  with  reference  to 
the  minority  of  a  Person  on  whose  death  the  preceding 
Estate  is  to  determine.  Therefore  in  Heath  v.  Heath, 
where  the  suspension  was  with  reference,  not  to  the 
Donee,  but  to  the  Son  of  the  preceding  Donee,  the 
Limitation  was  held  to  be  good,  although  that  Son  was 
not  to  take  any  benefit  under  the  Limitations  of  the  Will. 
When  the  rule  is  stated  to  be  that  the  minority  referred  to 
must  be  that  of  a  party  to  take  under  the  Limitation,  it 
breaks  down  under  the  authority  of  Heath  v.  Heath. 
There  only  remains  the  single  dictum  of  Lord  Alvatdey 
on  which  the  other  side  rely.  But  even  that  Judge 
(whose  authority  is  very  great),  did  in  Routledge  v. 
Dorril(i)  hold  that  there  might  be  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment to  more  remote  Issue  as  well  as  to  Children,  and 
ibat  no  Gift  to  Issue  could  be  too  remote,  provided  the 
Issue  were  in  e^seatthe  time  of  the  appointment;  if  not 
in  esse,  the  appointment,  to  be  good,  must,  by  express 
terms,  be  brought  within  the  rule  as  to  perpetuities,  and 

(t)  a  Vc8.  jun.  357. 
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confined  to  take  effect  within  a  period  not  exceeding* 
twenty-one  years  after  a  Life  or  Lives  in  being  at  the 
Bengough  creation  of  the  power.  If  the  Gift  were  limited  to  take 
Edhidge.       effect  within  twenty  or  even  twenty-one  years  after  the 

Life  in  being,  the  Gift  would  clearly  be  good.  Jee  v. 
Audley  was  decided  without  impeaching  that  principle. 
If  the  Trust  in  that  Case  had  been  restrained  to  Issue 
in  esse  at  the  death,  Lord  Kenyon  declared  it  would  have 
been  good.  It  was  not  so  restrained,  therefore  it  was 
decided  to  be  bad. 

Leake  v.  Robinson  (k)  was  another  Case  of  the  same 
kind ;  because  the  Gift  was  to  a  class  of  Persons  to  vest 
at  the  age  of  twenty-four,  and  they  might  all  have  been 
Persons  not  in  esse  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker.  The  Gift 
was  bad  because  too  remote.  That  decision  is  consis- 
tent with  all  tlie  Cases  which  establish  that  a  Gift  to 
take  effect  after  Life  Estates,  must  be  limited  so  as  not 
to  be  in  suspense  or  contingency  for  a  period  to  exceed 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years  beyond  Lives  in  being.  If 
by  any  possibility  it  may  happen  that  the  vesting  may 
be  suspended  beyond  the  period  of  Lives  in  being  and 
twenty-one  years  beyond  the  death  of  the  Survivor,  the 
Gift  is  too  remote  and  void.  That  is  the  rule ;  and  every 
Limitation  which  must  necessarily  take  effect  or  fail 
within  that  period  is  superior  to  all  objection. 

The  Case  of  Somerville  v.  Lethbridge,  which  has  been 
relied  upon  by  the  other  side,  is  quite  consistent  with 
the  rule  thus  stated ;  for  it  must  be  admitted  that  where 
after  Life  Estates  are  given  to  three  successive  genera- 
tions, of  whom  one  only  is  in  esse  at  the  time  of  the 
Qift,  a  Limitation  over  to  the  Persons  in  the  third  degree 

{k)  2  Mer.  363- 
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must  transgress  the  limits  which  the  rule  as  to  Per- 
petuities prescribes.  An  Estate  may  be  given^  for  Life, 
to  a  person  in  esse,  with  Remainder  to  his  unborn  Child 
for  Life^  in  tail  or  in  fee,  and  that  Remainder  is  good ; 
but  there  cannot  be  superadded  a  valid  Limitation  to 
the  Child  of  the  unborn  Child  without  transgressing 
the  rule^  that  the  Gift  over  must,  to  be  valid,  take  effect 
within  twenty-one  years  after  a  Life  or  Lives  in  being. 
It  is  obvious  the  unborn  Child  may  live  long  beyond 
the  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  the  person  in 
esse,  who  is  to  be  the  first  taker.  This  probability 
renders  the  Gift  to  the  Child  in  the  third  degree  too  re- 
mote. But  a  Limitation  to  A .  for  Life,  with  Remainder 
to  his  Grandson,  to  be  born  within  twenty-one  years 
after  his  decease,  notwithstanding  the  Grandson  is  to  be 
the  Child  of  an  unborn  Child^  is  good.  The  mere  circum- 
stance of  the  Grandchild,  to  whom  the  Remainder  is 
limited,  being  the  Child  of  an  unborn  Child  is  no  objec- 
thon,  where  the  Gift  is  so  limited  that  it  must  take  or  fail 
of  effect  within  twenty-one  years  after  the  Life  in  being. 
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The  challenge  which  has  been  offered  against  the 
power  to  make  Limitations,  such  as  those  in  the  pre- 
sent Will,  effectual  at  Law  without  vesting  the  Legal 
Estate  in  Trustees,  may  be  easily  answered.  Such 
a  series  of  legal  Limitations  may  be  made,  with  perfect 
validity,  by  recourse  to  the  doctrine  of  Springing  Uses. 
A  Settlement,  containing  the  same  series  of  Limitations 
as  in  this  Will,  may  be  made  without  even  a  recourse  to 
Trustees  to  support  contingent  remainders.  The  Limi- 
tations might  be  to  the  following  effect : 


The  Estates  might  be  conveyed  to  Releasees  in  fee, 
to  the  use  of  George  Bengtn^h,  for  ninety-nine  years,  if 
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be  so  long  live  and  if  the  lives  of  twenty-nine  other 
Persons,  or  any  of  them,  and  twenty  years  should 
Bekgough      so  long  continue,  and,  if  there  should  beany  Person 

answering  the  description  of  Heir  of  bis  body,  then, 
on  determination  of  the  Estate  limited  to  George 
Bengough,  to  the  use  of  such  Person  for  ninety-nine 
years,  if  he  shall  so  long  live  and  if  &c.  and  from  and 
after  the  determination  of  that  Estate,  during  the  lives 
named  and  the  twenty  years,  then  to  the  use  of  the 
Person  who,  during  the  life  of  those  Persons  and  the 
twenty  years,  should  next  answer  the  description  8cc. 
and  so  on  through  the  whole  seiies  of  Limitations  in 
the  Will.  It  may  be  asked  in  whom  the  Freehold  and 
Inheritance  is  to  be  made  to  vest.  It  is  to  be  limited  to 
the  use  of  the  Person  who,  after  the  decease  of  all  the 
twenty-nine  Persons  named  and  the  end  of  the  twenty 
years,  shall  answer  the  description  of  Heir  Male,  &c. 
as  in  the  Will. 

These  Limitations,  without  the  intervention  of  Trus- 
tees in  whom  the  Legal  Estate  might  be  vested,  are  all 
clearly  valid  Limitations  of  legal  Estates,  and  they  are 
precisely,  in  effect,  the  Limitations  in  this  Will.  Hiat 
they  are  valid  Limitations  by  way  of  Springing  Use,  is 
clear  from  the  authority  of  Davies  v.  Speed  (I), 

It  is  argued  that  the  dicta  of  ike  Judges,  whose  opi- 
nions have  been  cited,  must  be  taken  with  reference  to 
the  history  of  the  Law  and  the  progressive  decisions  of 
the  Courts  on  questions  of  this  kind;  and  it  is  said 
that,  at  first,  the  Judges  were  afraid  to  give  effect  to  a 
Limitation  over  after  one  Life ;  that  afterwards  it  was 

(f)  a  Salk.  675. 
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allowed  after  two  successive  Life  Estates,  and  that  in 
TheUussotCh  Will  the  number  was   extended  to  nine. 
Lord  Thuriow  expressly  said  that  any  number  of  Lives 
might  be  taken— even  a  thousand,  provided  they  were 
all  Lives  in  being  at  the  time  of  the  Gift.     It  is  true, 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Wilmot  appears  to  have  said,  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years  must  be  with  reference  to 
Infancy ;  and  it  is  also  true  that  Lord  Alvanley,  for- 
getting what  he  had  done  before,  said  that  the  further 
period  beyond  Lives  in  being  must  be  Minority.    But 
these  dicta  cannot  prevail  against  the  uniform  statement 
of  the  rule  by  the  text-writers  and  the  most  eminent 
Judges.    The  dictum  of  Lord  Eldon,  to  which  allusion 
has  been  made,  must  be  taken  with  due  allowance  for 
the  well-known  caution  of  that  great  Judge,  who  was 
speaking  at  a  time  when  he  knew  the  Case  of  Thellus- 
son  V.  Woodford  was  depending  before  the  House  of 
Lords.    But,  even  then.  Lord  Eldon  mentioned  twenty- 
one  years  as  a  limit  of  time  beyond  lives  in  being.     In 
all  the  text-writers,  Feame,  Butler,  Cruise,  and  the  time 
is  stated  to  be  twenty-one  years,  without  any  mention 
of  minority.    No  doubt  the  period  of  twenty-one  years 
was  taken  with  reference  to  convenience,  and  because 
it  is  the  period  during  which  minority  lasts,  and  be- 
cause, in  the  ordinary  course  of  Settlements,  the  power 
of  alienation  may  not  be  complete  and  absolute  till  the 
determination  of  Lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years. 
All  that  is  necessary  to  render  a  Gift  valid  vnthin  the 
rule  against  Perpetuities  is,  that  it  be  clearly  ascer- 
tainable, within  this  period  of  lives  and  twenty-one 
years,  who  is  the  Person  to  take ;  and  it  must  be  imma- 
terial in  what  way  the  description  is  made,  so  as  there 
cannot  be  any  doubt  who   is   the   Person  whom  it 
des^ates,  when  the  time  arrives  at  which  the  Gift  is 
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to  take  effect.  Suppose  a  Gift  to  be  made  to  ^.  in 
fee,  and  a  Gift  over  to  take  effect  in  case  any  PersoB, 
living  or  bom  on  the  day  of  his  death,  shall  appear 
at  St.  PauPs  within  twenty-one  years  after  the  death 
of  A.f  the  Gift  over  would  be  good;  for  the  hap- 
pening of  the  event  would  make  the  Person  certain ; 
and  it  is  laid  dovm,  in  Perkins,  that  a  Remainder 
limited  to  a  Person  who  shall  first  come  to  St.  PauFs, 
is  good. 


Though  such  Limitations  as  are  contained  in  this 
Will  may  appear  whimsical  to  strangers,  they  are  often 
wise  and  provident  arrangements  with  a  view  to  the 
circumstances  of  particular  families.  If  the  late  Duke 
of  Bridgewater  had  not  framed  his  Will  with  similar 
provisions,  he  could  not  have  secured  to  the  Public 
those  great  schemes  which  produced  so  much  benefit 
to  the  Country,  as  well  as  to  the  Parties  who  took  bene- 
ficial Interests  under  his  Will.  The  plan  of  that  Noble- 
man was,  in  order  that  the  magnificent  Canals  be  bad 
planned  might  be  completed,  to  keep  together  his  pro- 
perty, to  appoint  Managers  for  carrying  on  the  Works, 
and  to  give  the  Parties,  who  were  to  take  the  first  bene- 
fits under  the  Will,  no  control  beyond  taking  certain 
parts  of  the  Rents  till  the  scheme  was  completed;  well 
knowing  that  if  he  had  left  the  whole  control  and 
management  of  the  Canals  to  the  Parties  to  whom  the 
first  benefit  was  given,  his  Canals  and  their  business 
would  have  been  neglected,  and  his  schemes  fiiistrated : 
therefore,  with  the  view  of  securing  the  conduct  of  his 
great  Works,  under  proper  management,  he  directed  the 
accumulation,  and  ordered  that  the  Manager  of  them 
should  have  so  large  a  sum  as  4,000/.  a  year,  in  order 
to  secure  a  competent  Person.    That  plan  was  coin- 
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{iletely  successful,  and  the  Works  projected  by  that 
Nobleman  have,  through  the  means  of  the  Limitations 
of  his  Will,  been  preserved  and  entirely  carried  into 
effect,  and  their  values  increased  and  are  increasing* 
Nor  has  any  suspicion  ever  been  breathed  as  to  the 
validity  of  those  Gifts,  though  the  present  Will  follows 
exactly  that  model.  And  it  even  happens  that  one  of 
the  Trustees  under  the  Dtike  of  Bridgewater^s  Will 
(the  late  Chief  Baron  Macdonald)  was  one  of  the  Judges 
who  delivered  his  opinion  in  Thellusson^s  Case,  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  Limitations 
in  the  Duke's  WiU. 
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Thte  Counsel  on  the  other  side  have  been  challenged 
to  point  out  the  particular  part  of  this  Will  to  which 
tliey  object;  but  they  have  declined  to  do  so.  They 
content  themselves  with  general  objections  to  the 
whole  course  of  Limitations.  But,  even  in  their  view, 
the  Limitations  must  be  good  to  some  extent :  and  it  is 
for  them  to  point  out  which  of  them  in  the  series  is 
too  remote.  It  would  be  impossible  to  object  to  the 
entire  Will,  even  if  some  of  the  Limitations  were  too 
remote :  Tregonwell  v.  Sydenham  has  decided  that  the 
ry  pres  doctrine  must  prevail.  An  attempt  to  get  rid 
of  the  whole  Will,  by  treating  it  like  a  case  of  ob* 
scurity  and  uncertainty,  must  fail  in  this  case ;  for  the 
Limitations  are  expressed  without  any  ambiguity. 


The  objection  that  there  must  be  a  merger  of  some 
of  the  terms  created  by  the  Will,  is  without  foundation. 
The  terms  are  merely  part  of  the  scheme.  They  are 
not  terms  limited  in  the  ordinary  manner  and  for  the 
ordinary  purposes.  They  are  merely  expressed  as 
measures  of  time. 


256 


i827- 

BfiHGOUOR 

Edridgs. 


CA.SES    IN    CHANCERY. 

The  only  question  is,  whether  the  LimitationB  in  this 
Will  are  within  the  rules  of  Law  against  Perpetuities. 
Whether  the  Gifts  or  the  objects  of  them  are  of  a  bene- 
ficial kind  or  not,  is  of  no  consequence,  provided  they 
aie  legal.  The  poUcy  of  permitting  such  Grifts  cttmot 
be  questioned  in  this  place.  This  Court  is  not  to  make 
or  alter  the  Law,  but  to  administer  it.  Periiaps,  if  many 
Persons  were  to  frame  Wills  on  this  scheme,  some  pros- 
pectiye  legislative  provision  might  be  necessary.  But 
such  cases  are  (as  might  be  expected)  very  rare. 
There  are  only  two  Wills  of  the  kind  known  to  exist. 
The  validity  of  Lady  Denisan^s  Will  (m),  which  directed 
accumulation  to  a  considerable  extent,  has  never  been 
questioned. 


The  objection,  taken  on  the  ground  of  obscurity  or 
uncertainty,  refers  to  that  part  of  the  Will  which  de- 
scribes the  Persons  who,  in  certain  events,  are  to  take. 
The  difficulty  in  framing  that  part  of  the  WiU,  pro- 
ceeded from  the  necessity  of  using  the  words  ''  Heir 
Male"  as  words,  not  of  limitation,  but  of  description,  go 
as  to  avoid  the  operation  of  the  rule  in  SheUey'B  Case. 
The  Person  to  be  described  was  the  Person  who  should, 
at  the  time,  be  Heir  Male.  In  the  Case  of  Thellusson*s 
Will,  the  same  objection  as  to  obscurity  or  uncertainty 
was-taken ;  but  the  Judges  decided  there  was  sufficient 
certainty.  The  present  Will  was  framed  with  Thellusson^B 
Will  for  a  guide  against  those  inaccuracies  which  sug- 
gested objections,  and  with  the  advantage  of  all  the 
observations  made  in  the  repeated  discussions  of  the 
Case  of  Thellusson  v.  Woodford. 


(m)  Mtotioned  4  Yes.  286,  and  11  Ves.  115. 
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The  Trustees  of  the  Will  having,  under  the  Trusts  of 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  laid  out  a  considerable 
sum  of  Money,  arising  from  the  surplus  Income  of  the 
Testator's  Estate,  in  the  purchase  of  other  real  Estates, 
and  the  Testator  having  declared,  qfler  directing  that 
investment,  that  the  Estates  to  be  purchased  by  his 
Trustees  should  be  conveyed  to  them  upon  the  Trusts 
''  hereinafter "  declared  of  his  devised  Estates,  the 
Plaintiff,  George  Bengough,  as  the  Testator's  Heir-at- 
Law,  claimed  the  Rents  of  the  newly  purchased  Estates, 
as  being  undisposed  of  during  the  term  of  twenty-one 
years.  The  Trustees,  on  the  other  hand,  contended 
that  it  was  the  Testator's  intention  that  the  newly  pus- 
chased  Estates  should  be  subject,  in  all  respects,  to  the 
same  Trusts  as  the  devised  Estates,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  word  ^'  hereinafter "  ought  to  be  construed  either 
"  hereinbefore,"  or  '*  herein." 

The  following  are  the  arguments  used  by  Mr.  Heald 
and  Mr.  Pfggott,  for  the  Heir-at-Law : 

A  Testator's  intention  cannot  be  collected  except 
from  the  words  he  uses ;  and  if  in  this  case  the  word 
"hereinafter"  were  to  be  changed  into  "hereinbefore," 
or  "  herein,"  the  sense  of  the  passage  would  be  entirely 
altered.  Does  it  follow,  because  the  Testator  has 
directed  the  Rents  of  the  Estates  of  which  he  died 
seised  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  other  Estates, 
that  he  intended  that  the  Rents  of  the  Estates  to  be 
purchased  should  be  laid  out  in  the  same  manner? 
Supposing  that  the  Court  could,  from  the  context  of 
the  Will,  infer  that  such  was  his  intention,  it  could 
not  convert  his  intention  into  an  actual  Devise. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  Testator,  after  directing 
the  Rents,  when  they  amount  to  500/.,  to  be  laid  out 
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in  the  purchase  of  Three  per  cent  Consols,  has  ordefed 
that  the  Dividends  of  those  Consols  shall,  during  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years,  accumulate  in  the  same 
manner  and  for  the  same  purposes  as  the  Rents  and 
Profits  of  the  real  Estates  to  be  purchased  had  been 
by  him  directed  to  accumulate.  But  he  has  said  that 
those  very  Estates  shall  be  subject  to  the  Trusts  and 
Purposes  **  hereinafter  declared;'*  which  Trusts  and  Pur- 
poses have  no  reference  whatever  to  accumulation.  So 
that  to  say  that  the  Rents  of  the  purchased  Estates  are 
to  accumulate,  would  be  in  direct  contradiction  to  the 
language  used  by  the  Testator.  Admitting,  however, 
that  the  Clause  which  directs  the  Dividends  of  the 
Stock  to  be  accumulated,  does  afford  evidence  of  an 
intention  that  the  Rents  in  question  are  to  be  accumu- 
lated, is  that  sufficient  to  authorize  the  Court  to  order 
that  they  shall  be  accumulated  ?  Where  is  the  authority 
for  that  ?  The  Case  of  Shelley  v.  Bryer  {n)  decided  that, 
where  a  previous  Gift  is  plain,  the  Court  will  not  allow 
the  effect  of  it  to  be  controlled  by  subsequent  words 
which  are  inconsistent.  Where  words  arc  sometimes 
used,  in  speaking  or  writing,  in  a  sense  which  they  do 
not  properly  bear,  the  Court  will,  if  the  general  inten- 
tion of  the  Instrument  require  it,  construe  those  words 
in  that  sense.  But  where  a  word,  such  as  **  hereinafter," 
admits  of  only  one  meaning,  there  is  no  instance  of  the 
Court  construing  it  in  a  sense  diametrically  opposite, 
and  saying  that  it  meant  *^  hereinbefore.''  When  the 
Testator  directs  how  the  Estates  to  be  purchased  with 
the  residue  of  his  personal  Estate  shall  be  disposed  of^ 
he  does  it  by  reference  to  his  devised  Estates :  he  does 
not  allude  to  the  Estates  to  be  purchased  with  the 


(n)  Jacob,  S07. 
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accumulated  Rents ;  and^  throughout  the  Will,  he  makes 
a  distinction  between  those  Estates  and  the  Estates  of 
which  he  was  seised.     The  residuary  Clause  furnishes 
a  strong  argument  against  the  construction  contended 
for.     When  the  Testator  gives  his  personal  Estate,  and 
directs  it  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  Land,  he 
uses  words,  with  respect  to  the  Land  so  to  be  purchased, 
clearly  referring  to  the  term  of  twenty-one  years ;  but 
he  does  not  use  the  same  words  when  speaking  of 
Lands  to  be  purchased  with  the  Rents.     In  the  one 
case  he  does  not  refer,  in  the  least,  to  Limitations ;  but, 
in  the  other,  he  speaks  of  Restrictions,  Limitations  and 
Charges.   Now  what  are  these  Restrictions,  Limitations 
and  Chai*ges  ?  They  are  the  Restrictions,  Limitations  and 
Charges  declared  of  or  concerning,  not  all  the  said 
Estates,  not  of  the  Estates  to  be  purchased,  but  of  the 
Estates  devised  to  the  Trustees. 
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The  Testator  has  made  no  provision  for  his  Nephew 
George  Bengough  during  the  life-time  of  his  Widow, 
unless  he  intended  him  to  have  the  immediate  enjoy- 
ment of  the  Estates  in  question.  The  Wido{e  might 
have  lived  during  the  whole  period  of  twenty-one 
years:  and  it  is  very  improbable  that  the  Testator 
intended  his  Nephew  should  have  no  provision  during 
that  time.  The 'words  <-  so  to  be  purchased,"  were 
perhaps  used,  by  mistake,  for  ^'  so  by  me  devised.'' 


Mr.  Preston  and  Mr.  Wilbraham,  for  the  Trustees, 
argued  in  substance,  as  follows : 

Mr.  Preston : — ^The  point  in  dispute  has  been  already 
conceded  in  argument:  for  it  has  been  said  that  the 
intention  is  clear,  but  that  there  is  an  inconsistent 
Clanse,  and  ako  that  there  is  another  clause  which  is 
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an  annuity  of  300  /.  for  his  Nephew,  to  commence  at 
the  death  of  his  Widow,  who  was  very  old ;  would  he 
have  so  done  if,  upon  the  first  Estate  being  purchased, 
his  Nephew  was  to  have  the  Income  of  it?  The  Tes- 
tator never  could  intend  to  give  his  Nephew  two  species 
of  Income,  at  one  and  the  same  time,  out  of  one  and  the 
same  Property :  for  it  is  impossible  to  deny  that  the 
Annuity  was  to  issue  out  of  the  entire  Fund,  as  consti* 
tuted  of  the  devised  Estates,  the  Personal  Estate,  and 
the  Estates  to  be  purchased.  The  word  "  herein" 
would  reconcile  all  inconsistencies:  and  there  is  no 
difficulty  in  the  Court  saying,  upon  the  context  of  the 
Will,  that  that  is  the  real  sense  and  meaning  of  the 
word.  Supposing,  however,  that  it  is  not  allowable 
for  the  Court  to  alter  the  meaning  of  the  word,  yet  as 
the  Testator,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  Will,  has 
declared  that  the  Rents  and  Profits  of  the  Estates  so 
to  be  purchased  as  aforesaid  were  by  him  directed  to 
accumulate,  it  may  be  fairly  argued  that  the  word 
"  hereinafter"  has  reference  to  that  direction,  and  that 
the  Testator  has,  in  fact,  said  that  the  Rents  of  the 
purchased  Estates  are  to  be  disposed  of  according  to 
what  is  declared  in  the  subsequent  part  of  his  Will, 
one  of  such  declarations  being  that  the  Rents  and  Pro- 
fits of  those  Estates  are  to  accumulate.  The  intention 
is  clear ;  and  the  parts  of  the  Will  will  be  inconsistent 
with  each  other  unless  either  "  hereinafter"  is  construed 
**  herein,"  or,  if  taken  in  its  natural  sense,  is  referred  to 
the  Clause  which  directs  the  Rents,  of  the  Estates  to  be 
purchased,  to  accumulate.  If  the  Testator  has  directed 
those  Rents  to  accumulate,  the  word  "  hereinafter"  ex- 
presses his  intention  just  as  much  as  the  word  ''  herein.'' 
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to  be  purchased  with  the  residuary  Personal  Estate, 
and  those  to  be  bought  with  the  Rents  of  the  real  Estates. 
But,  when  the  point  is  considered,  it  will  be  clear  that, 
if  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  Rents  of  the  latter 
Estates,  he  is  entitled  to  the  Rents  of  the  former 
also.  Now  it  is  evident,  from  the  Trust  for  accumulation 
for  twenty-one  years,  that  the  Income  of  the  accumula- 
tions was  destined  for  the  purchase  of  real  Estates ;  and 
it  would  be  incumbent  on  the  Trustees  to  have  the 
accumulations  so  invested.  But  the  Rents  of  the  Estates 
to  be  so  purchased  would  be,  by  force  of  the  Trust 
during  twenty-one  years,  to  be  accumulated.  Now 
there  would  bean  Income  again  arising  from  the  Estates 
so  purchased^which  Income  must,  necessarily,  according 
to  the  argument  for  the  Heir,  go  precisely  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  Income  of  the  Estates  purchased  with  the 
produce  of  the  Rents  accumulated  from  the  real  Estates. 
This  is  arguing  in  a  circle,  and  shows  the  inconsistency 
there  would  be  in  adopting  the  construction  which  the 
Heir  contends  for. 


Mr.  Wilbraham :— The  TesUtor  directs  that  the 
Trustees  shall  never  permit  a  larger  Sum  than  500/., 
arising  from  the  Rents  and  Profits  of  his  real  Estates, 
to  remain,  at  any  one  time,  in  the  hands  of  any  Banker, 
but  that,  as  often  as  there  shall  be  that  Sum  in  hand, 
the  same  shall  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  Three 
per  Cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  in  the  names 
of  the  Trustees,  until  a  convenient  Purchase  or  con- 
venient Purchases  can  be  found,  or  until  a  sufficient 
sum  of  Money  shall  be  accumulated  to  make  a  proper 
Purchase  or  proper  Purchases ;  and  he  directs  that  the 
Interest,  Dividends  and  Income  of  such  Three  per  Cent 
Consolidated  Bank  Annuities  shall,  during  the  said 
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term  of  twenty-one  years,  and  no  longer,  accumulate  in 
the  same  manner,  and  for  the  same  purposes  as  the 
Rents  and  Profits  of  the  Real  Estate  so  to  be  purchased 
as  aforesaid  were  by  him  directed  to  accumulate.  Now, 
if  the  construction  of  the  Will  be  that  there  is  no 
direction  for  the  accumulation  of  the  Rents  of  the 
Estates  to  be  purchased,  there  will  be  a  manifest  in* 
consistency  in  the  Clause  in  question :  for,  in  the  former 
part  of  it,  the  Testator  says  that  the  Rents,  when  they 
amount  to  500/.  shall  belaid  out  in  order  to  accumulate 
for  the  purchase  of  real  Estates,  and,  in  the  latter  part, 
that  the  Dividends  and  Income  of  such  Three  per  Cent. 
Consolidated  Bank  Annuities  shall  accumulate  in  the 
same  manner  and  for  the  same  purposes  as  the  Rents 
and  Profits  of  the  real  Estates,  so  to  be  purchased  as 
aforesaid,  were  by  him  directed  to  accumulate.  Now, 
under  the  construction  contended  for  on  the  other  side, 
there  is  no  direction  for  accumulation. 
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The  Vice-chancellor,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  argu- 
ment, ordered  that  the  Cause  should  stand  over,  in 
order  that  the  Authorities  relating  to  the  question 
might  be  produced ;  and  on  this  day  the  Cause  was   5tb  December, 
again  called  on. 


Mr.  Preston : — It  is  evident,  from  the  context  of  the 
Will  that  the  word  '^  hereinafter "  has  been  written 
instead  of  "  herein,"  or  "  hereinbefore.'^  The  object  of 
the  Will,  throughout,  is  accumulation  for  a  given  period, 
and  the  difficulty  in  the  construction  of  the  word  ''  here* 
inafter*'  is  as  to  the  accumulation  only  subsequent  to 
the  Testator's  death,  and  not  as  to  the  state  of  the 
Property  at  the  time  when  the  Testator  died.  The 
question  simply  is,  whether  there  is  a  suspension  of  the 
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enjoyment,  or  an  omission  to  give  a  beneficial  interest 
in  the  Rents  arising  from  Property  to  be  purchased 
after  the  Testator's  death.  The  Court  is  to  be  satisfied 
whether  the  Authorities  are  strong  enough  to  enable 
it  to  rectify  the  slip,  or  to  supply  the  word  neces* 
sary  to  carry  into  effect  all  the  accumulation  which  vras 
clearly  intended. 


Doe  dem.  James  v.  Hallet  (0)  is  a  Case  very  similar 
to  the  present.  In  that  Case,  to  carry  into  effect  that 
which,  from  the  context^  appeared  to  be  the  clear  inten- 
tion of  the  Testator^  the  Court  held  that  the  words  in 
the  Will,  '^  to  be  begotten,"  and  "  hereafter  to  be  bom,* 
were  to  be  rejected,  and  that  a  second  Son  who  was 
born  before  the  date  of  the  Will,  was  the  object  of  the 
Testator's  bounty,  and  entitled  as  Devisee,  notwith- 
standing these  expressions  seemingly  referable  to  a  Son 
already  born.  The  language  of  Lord Elienborough,  C.  J., 
in  delivering  judgment  in  that  Case,  is  particularly  ap- 
plicable to  the  present  Case.  His  Lordship  said :  "  It 
would  be  a  matter  of  the  deepest  regret  if,  ia  conse- 
quence of  the  joint  effect  produced  by  the  blunder  of 
the  Testator  and  the  neglect  of  his  Attorney,  we  were 
compelled  to  put  a  construction  on  this  Will  which 
would  defeat  the  Testator's  intention." 

In  ToUeit  v.  Tollett  (p),  a  Case  decided  on  the  inten- 
tion, the  words  /^  whereby  the  Estate  shall  come  to 
George  Tollett*'  were  rejected,  although  they  expressed 
the  event  on  which  a  Portion  was  to  be  raised ;  and,  on 
a  rehearing,  the  Court  decided  that  the  Portion  should 
be  raised,  although  George  Tollett,  who  was  Tenant  for 


(o)  1  M.  &  S.  134.        (p)  Amb.  177. 194. 


CASES   IN   CHANCERY. 


265 


Life,  had  died  before  the  Estate  came  to  him.  True 
it  is  that  Doe  dem,  Spencer  v.  Godvnn  (q)  was  a  Case  in 
which,  on  the  construction  of  a  Lease  in  which  there  was 
a  Covenant  not  to  assign,  and  in  a  subsequent  part  of 
the  Lease  there  was  a  Proviso  for  Re-entry  in  case  of 
breach  of  the  Covenants  *'  hereinafter  contained,"  and 
the  only  Covenant  inserted  after  those  words  was  a 
Covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  the  Court  refused  to 
reject  the  word  "  hereinafter,"  and  held  that  the  Lessor 
could  not  enter  for  breach  of  the  Covenant  not  to  as- 
sign. But  Cases  of  that  kind  are  very  diflferent  from 
the  present  Case,  since  the  Court  is  not  required  to 
alter  words  on  the  ground  of  any  want  of  knowledge  of 
the  intention.  Where  the  intention  is  clear,  the  Court 
has,  in  a  series  of  Cases,  altered,  rejected  or  transposed 
words.  As  in  Cory  ton  v.  Helj/ar(r),  the  Court  sup- 
plied the  words  '*  if  he  shall  so  long  live."  In  Doe 
dem.  Leach  v.  Micklam  (s),  the  words  ^'  and  after  her 
death,"  were  supplied ;  the  Court  relying  on  the  au- 
thority of  Fonnereau  v.  Fonnereau  {t),  in  which  similar 
words  were  supplied  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the 
evident  intention.  In  Spalding  v.  Spalding  {u),  the 
Court,  in  construing  a  Will,  decided  that  the  words 
*'  without  issue"  must  be  supphed  in  order  to  give  effect 
to  the  Devise  over  as  an  expectant  remainder.  So  in 
Strong  V.  Teatt  (x),  the  Court  supplied  words  to  confine 
the  generality  of  a  Devise,  in  order  to  exclude  certain 
Estates,  that  effect  might  be  given  to  an  intention  to  be 
collected  from  the  different  parts  of  the  Will.  The  same 
principle  was  acted  on  in  Smith  v.  Shotddham,  a  Case 
not  reported,  and  which  was  heard  on  Appeal  before 

(7)  4  M.  &  S.  265.    (r)  a  Cox.  340.        (s)  6  East,  486. 
(0  3  Atk.  315.  (i«)  Cro.  Car.  185.    (jr)  a  Burr.  gia. 
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the  House  of  Lords,  3d  June  1818.  Claytons.  lA>we(y) 
is  to  the  same  effect ;  and  so  also  is  Luxfordy.  Cheeke(z), 
In  Sheigoldy,  Boone  (a),  the  Court  rejected,  or  rather 
construed  the  words  **  who  shall  be  living  at  my  de- 
cease/' and  admitted  Children  bom  in  the  Testator's  life- 
time. And  in  Wykham  v.  Wykham,  the  Lord  Chancellor 
said  that  words  might  be  supplied  in  a  Will  where  ne- 
cessary in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  clear  intention. 


Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  Piggott,  for  the  Plaintiffs  : — 

In  all  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  it  wiU  be 
found  that  they  were  Cases  in  which  the  Court  supplied 
or  rejected  the  words,  because  the  Instrument  would 
otherwise  have  been  insensible,  repugnant,  or  unin- 
telligible. There  is  no  such  reason  in  this  present  Case 
for  altering  the  word. 


Mr.  Sugden,  for  the  personal  Representative  of 
Mrs.  Bicketts: — 

The  Testator  has  not,  on  the  face  of  the  Will,  done 
enough  to  enable  the  Court,  from  what  is  before  it,  to 
alter  the  word.  The  rule  laid  down  in  Chapman  v. 
Brown  (Jb)  must  regulate  the  Court  in  Cases  of  this 
nature,  and  the  present  Case  is  not  within  the  rule. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Pepys  appeared  for  Henry  Ben- 
gought  and  some  other  Parties  in  the  same  Interest ;  and 
Mr.  Cooper,  for  Henry,  Richard,  and  Ann  Ricketts,  but 
they  declined  to  address  the  Court. 


(y)  5  B.  &  A.  636. 

(z)  3  Lev.  195 ;  and  reported  also  by  Lord  RajTmond,  under 
the  name  of  Bronon  v.  Cutler* 
(a)  13  Ves.  370.  (h)  3  Burr.  i6i6. 
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Upon  the  first  point  the  Vice-Chancellor  gave  Judg- 
ment in  a  few  words,  apon  the  rising  of  the  Court  for 
the  long  vacation,  stating  that,  although  the  rule  of  Bbnc>ouoh 
Law  be  framed  by  analogy  to  the  Case  of  a  strict  Settle- 
ment, where  the  twenty-one  years  was  allowed  in 
respect  of  the  infancy  of  the  Tenant  in  Tail,  yet  he  ^♦^  ^"8?" 
considered  it  to  be  fully  settled  that  Limitations  by  way 
of  Devise  or  Springing  Use  might  be  made  to  depend 
upon  an  absolute  term  of  twenty-one  years  after  Lives 
in  being. 

On  the  second  question  the  Vice-Chancellar  delivered 
his  Judgment  to  the  following  effect : 

The  Testator  gives  to  his  Widow  an  Annuity  of  1837. 
4,000  /.  charged  upon  his  real  and  personal  Estate,  and,  16th  Jan. 
after  the  death  of  his  Wife,  he  gives  to  his  Nephew, 
George  Bengough,  who  was  his  Heir-at-Law,  out  of  the 
Rents  and  Profits  of  his  real  Estate,  an  Annuity  of  300  /• 
for  his  personal  support,  without  any  power  of  aliena- 
tion; and,  to  another  Nephew,  Henry  Bengough,  an 
Annuity  of  200/.  also  out  of  the  Rents  of  his  real 
Estates,  for  his  personal  support ;  and,  subject  to  these 
Annuities,  he  devises  his  real  Estates,  except  a  House 
in  St  Jameses  Square  in  Bristol,  to  his  Trustees  named 
in  his  Will,  and  their  Heirs,  upon  trust,  as  to  his  House 
called  Penn  Park,  to  permit  his  Wife  to  reside  in  it 
during  her  life ;  and,  as  to  the  rest  of  the  real  Estate, 
to  receive  the  Rents  and  Profits  for  a  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  and«  from  time  to  time,  to  lay  out  the  Monies 
to  arise  therefrom  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  Estates 
of  Inheritance,  as  often  as  there  shall  be  a  surplus  in 
their  hands  amounting  to  the  sum  of  1,500/.;  and  he 
directs  that  such  real  Estates  so  to  be  purchased  sball^ 
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from  time  to  time,  be  conveyed  to  the  Trustees,  upon 
the  same  Trusts,  and  for  the  same  intents  and  purposes 
as  are  in  his  Will  thereafter  limited  concerning  his  real 
Estates  thereinbefore  devised  to  his  Trustees ;  and  he 
directs  that  his  Trustees  shall  not  permit  a  larger  sum 
than  500  /•  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  any  Banker,  out 
of  the  Rents  and  Profits  of  his  real  Estates  ;  and  that,  as 
often  as  such  Rents  received  by  them  shall  amount  to 
500  /.,  they  shall  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  Three 
per  Cent.  Consolidated  Annuities,  and  that  the  Divi- 
dends of  such  Stock  shall,  during  the  said  term  of 
twenty-one  years,  accumulate  in  the  same  manner,  and 
for  the  same  purpose  as  the  Rents  and  Profits  of  his 
real  Estates,  so  to  be  purchased  as  aforesaid,  are  by 
him  directed  to  accumulate.  He  then  proceeds  to  limit, 
the  Estates  devised  by  him,  in  a  most  laborious  manner, 
for  the  purpose  of  rendering  those  Estates  unalienable 
as  long  as  the  rules  of  Law  will  permit,  making  his 
Nephew  and  Heir-at-Law,  George  Bengough,  the  first 
object  of  his  bounty ;  and  he  afterwards  gives  Legacies, 
(o  a  very  large  amount,  out  of  his  personal  EstatCji  and 
then  limits  his  residuary  personal  Estate  to  the  same 
Trustees,  upon  trust,  during  twenty-one  years,  to  invest 
the  Income  and  the  accumulations  of  the  Income,  in 
the  purchase  of  Stock,  or  upon  Mortgage,  as  an  accu- 
mulating Fund,  and  to  lay  out  the  Principal  of  the  Re- 
juduary  Estate  in  the  purchase  of  Lands  in  fee  simple, 
to  be  conveyed  to  the  Trustees  upon  the  same  Trusts 
as  are  in  his  Will  declared  concerning  the  Lands 
thereinbefore  devised  to  them,  or  as  near  thereto  as 
nay  be. 


The  question  now  to  be  considered  arises  upoa  that 
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part  of  the  Will  of  the  Testator  in  which  he  directs  the 
real  Estates^  to  be  purchased  with  the  surplus  Renta 
and  Profits  during  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  to  be 
conveyed  to  the  Trustees  upon  the  same  Trusts,  and  for 
the  same  intents  and  purposes  as  are  in  his  Will  there- 
after limited  concerning  hia  real  Estates  thereinbefore 
devised  to  his  Trustees.  The  only  Trusts  thereinafter 
limited  concerning  his  real  Estates  thereinbefore  de- 
vised, are  the  beneficial  Trusts  expressed  in  the  labo^ 
nous  Limitations  to  which  I  have  before  referred ;  and, 
if  this  direction  is  literally  followed,  the  effect  would  be 
to  give  to  George  Bengough,  the  Heir-at-Law  of  the 
Testator,  who  is  the  first  object  of  these  Limitations,  an 
immediate  Life-interest  in  the  freehold  Estates  to  be  pur- 
chased with  the  surplus  Renta  and  Profits  during  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years. 
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It  is  argued  that,  taking  the  whole  Will  together, 
this  effect  would  be.  manifestly  contrary  to  the  intentioik 
of  the  Testator;  and  that  the  plain  purpose  of  the 
Testator  was,  that  these  Rents  and  Profits  should  be 
laid  out  to  accumulate  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Reaia 
and  Profits  of  the  Kstates  in  the  Will  before  devised 
and  that  there  has  been  an  accidental  slip  in  the  ex- 
pression ;  and,  if  the  words  ''  thereinbefore  limited  ** 
were  substituted  for  the  words  ^*  thereinafl;er  limited,'* 
the  whole  Will  would  be  made  consistent.  It  is  not  ix^ 
be  doubted  that  the  substitution  of  the  word  ^^  therem- 
before"  for  the  word  **  thereinafter "  would  have  the 
effect  of  inducing  an  accumulation  of  these  Rents  and 
Profits,  in  the  place  of  giving  them  to  the  immediate 
enjoyment  of  the  Defendant,  George  Bengough ;  and^ 
the  inquiry  is,  whether,  upon  the  whole  W|ll^  the  Tes^ 
tator  has  expressed  such  purpose ;  for  no  Court  ca^ 


12  70 
Bbkgouoh 

V. 

Edbidoe. 


CASES    IN  CHANCERY. 

give  effect  to  such  purpose  unless  it  be  gathered  from 
the  express  words  in  the  Will. 

After  directing  these  Estates,  to  be  purchased  with 
Rents  and  Profits,  to  be  conveyed  to  the  Trustees,  in 
the  manner  and  trusts  stated,  he  proceeds  to  direct  that, 
as  often  as  such  Rents  and  Profits  received  by  his 
Trustees  shall  amount  to  500  /.,  they  shaU  be  laid  out 
in  the  purchase  of  Three  per  Cent  Consolidated  Annu- 
ties ;  and  that  the  Dividends  of  such  Stock  shall,  dui^ 
ing  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  accumulate  in  the 
same  manner,  and  for  the  same  purpose  as  the  Rents 
and  Profits  of  the  real  Estates,  so  to  be  purchased  as 
aforesaid,  are  by  him  directed  to  accumulate.    The  only 
part  of  this  Will  which  contains  any  direction  as  to 
these  Rents  and  Profits,  is  the  passage  in  question :  and 
here,  therefore,  is  a  plain  declaration  of  the  Testator 
that  he  did,  by  that  passage,  mean  to  direct  the  accu- 
mulation of  these  Rents  and  Profits.   And,  consistently 
vnth  that  intention,  he  directs  that  the  Dividends  of  the 
Stock  which  were  to  serve  for  Investments  until  free- 
hold Estates  could  be  purchased,  should,  in  like  man- 
ner accumulate.    Now  this  expressed  purpose  of  the 
Testator  can  only  have  effect  by  the  substitution  of  the 
word  ''hereinbefore''  for  hereinafter;"  and,  to  effect 
such  purpose,  the  Court  is  bound  to  make  the  substi- 
tution. 


There  are  other  parts  of  the  Will  which,  though  alone 
not  to  be  relied  upon,  afford  strong  inference  that 
such  must  have  been  the  intention  of  the  Testator,  otr. 
the  general  purpose  of  accumulation,  which  runs  through 
the  whole  Will,  and  the  circumstance  that  he  has  given 
an  Annuity  of  300/.  to  George  Bengm^h  for  his  life,- 
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and  for  his  personal  support  and  maintenance^  who  was 
the  first  object  of  his  Limitations ;  which  is  altogether 
inconsistent  with  an  intention  that  he  should  take  an      B«noough 
immediate  Interest,  of  considerable  value,  in  the  Rents 
and  Profits  in  question. 
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19th  Dec. 

TODD  1,.  AYLWIN*  £«/»«. 

The  original  Bill  in  this  Cause  was  filed  in  1816  The  original  Bill 
against  the  Persons  interested  in  the  Freight  of  a  Ship,  ^S  andan  ^* 
which  had  been  chartered  by  the  PlaintiiBT.    The  prayer  Injunction  to 

was,  that  an  Account  mieht  be  taken  of  how  much  J^?**™*^  ^  Ac- 

^  tion ;  and  the 

was  due  in  respect  of  the  Freight ;  that  the  amount  of  injunction  bebg 

certain  Losses  or  Injuries,  alleged  to  have  been  sus-  dissolved  on  the 
tained  by  the  Plaintiff,  through  the  neglect  or  default  of  "n^eajsafter 
the  Owner  or  Master  of  the  Vessel,  might  be  ascer-  the  Bill  was  filed, 

tained  and  deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  Freight;  the  Plaintiff  filed 

a  supplemental 
and  for  an  Injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  Biii  fy^  a  Disco- 
proceeding  in  a  Suit  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  and  in  an  ^^Tj  ^^  Corn- 
Action  at  Law  against  the  Plaintiff  to  recover  the  miue  Witness^ 

Freight.  in  aid  of  his  De- 

fence to  an  Ac- 
tion substan- 
The  Plaintiff  obtained  the  common  Injunction  for  tially  the  same : 

want  of  an  Answer,  and  that  Injunction  was  afterwards,  Motion  for  the 
on  the  usual  affidavit,  extended  to  stay  Trial.  ^^  with  Costs 

on  the  ground  ^ 
In  Trinity  Term  1825,  Exceptions  taken  by  the  Plain-  ^^y* 
tiff  to  the  Answer  of  one  of  the  Defendants  were 

*  Ex  Relatione. 
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allowed;  on  which  the  Plaintiff  amended  his  Bill  and 
added  a  prayer  for  a  Commission  to  examine  Wit- 
nesses in  aid  of  his  Defence  to  the  Action  at  Law. 

On  the  28th  of  June  1825,  one  of  the  Defendants 
in  whose  name  the  Action  was  broaght,  died;  and 
the  Defendant  Aylwin  having  taken  oat  Administration 
to  him,  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  Bill  of  Revivor  against 
him,  and  obtained  an  Order  to  revive. 


On  the  25th  of  January  1826  the  Defendant  Aylwin 
obtained  an  Order  Nisi  for  dissolving  the  common  In- 
junction, and,  on  the  18th  of  February  following,  the 
Plaintiff  having  shown  cause  against  dissolving  the 
Injunction,  the  Court  ordered  it  to  be  dissolved  abso- 
lutely. 

On  the  14th  of  June  1826  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  Sup- 
plemental Bill  against  the  Defendant  Aylwin  alone, 
alleging  that,  by  various  events  which  had  happened 
since  the  Plaintiff  had  exhibited  his  original  Bill,  the 
Defendant  Aylwin  was  the  only  person  who  had  or 
claimed  to  have  any  Interest  in  the  Freight  in  question, 
and  that  he  had  lately  commenced  a  new  Action  at 
Law  against  the  Plaintiff,  as  Administrator  of  the 
deceased  Defendant,  in  whose  name  Aylwin  had  brought 
the  former  Action,  as  having  a  beneficial,  though  not 
a  legal  interest  in  the  Freight.  The  Plaintiff  prayed, 
by  this  Supplemental  Bill,  the  same  relief  against 
the  Defendant  Aylwin  as  the  original  Bill  had  prayed 
against  all  the  Defendants  thereto,  and  also  for  an 
Injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant's  Action  at  Law, 
and  for  a  Commission  to  examine  Witnesses  abroad, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  have  the  benefit  of  Evidence 
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taken  under  the  Commission  to  support  his  Defence  at 
Law. 

To  this  Supplemental  Bill  the  Defendant  demurred. 

Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon,  for  the  Demurrer  :•»* 

All  that  is  stated  as  supplemental  matter  is  imma- 
teriali  and  does  not  in  any  degree  alter  the  nature  of 
the  Case.  The  only  material  facts  stated  are  not  sup- 
plemental matter.  For  the  purpose  of  the  Injunction 
the  Bill  of  Revivor  was  sufficienty  without  the  present 
Supplemental  Bill.  Turner  v.  Wright  (a).  In  Adams  v. 
Dowding(b)  it  was  decided  that  where  in  a  Supple- 
mental Bill  all  that  was  stated  as  supplemental  matter 
was  immaterial,  a  Demurrer  would  hold. 

Mr.  Agar  and  Mr.  Parker,  for  the  Bill : — 

The  Action  conmienced  by  the  Defendant  since  the 
Bill  of  Revivor  was  a  new  Action,  and  unless  a  Sup- 
plemental Bill  had  been  filed,  none  of  the  evidence 
taken  under  the  Commission  could  have  been  read  in 
aid  of  the  Defence  to  that  Action.  Besides  the  Title 
stated  by  the  original  Bill  was  only  partial,  and  this 
Supplemental  Bill,  for  the  first  time,  shows  that  the 
whole  Title  is  in  the  Defendant. 

Mr.  Heald,  in  reply : — 
It  would  be  exceedingly  hard  if  the  evidence  under  a 
Commission  could  not  be  read  in  aid  of  the  last  Action 
without  a  Supplemental  Bill.  Suppose  a  Commission 
had  actually  issued  under  the  first  Bill,  and  that,  after 
it  was  returned,  but  before  the  evidence  could  be  used. 
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the  Plaintiff  at  Law  died,  so  that  there  must  be  a  new 
Action  by  his  Representative  (there  being  no  Renvor  at 
Law),  would  the  Representative  not  be  entitled  to  use 
the  evidence  obtained  under  the  Commission  ? 


The  Vke-Chancellor  overruled  the  Demurrer. 


On  the  4th  December  1826,  the  Defendant  having 
put  in  his  Answer  to  the  Supplemental  Bill,  obtained 
the  Order  Nisi  to  dissolve  the  Injunction  which  had 
issued  in  that  Suit  The  Plaintiff  then  gave  notice 
of  a  Motion  for  a  Commission  to  examine  Witnesses 
abroad.  That  Motion  was  heard  at  the  same  time 
as  Cause  was  shown  by  the  Plaintiff  against  dissolving 
the  Injunction. 

Mr.  Agar  and  Mr.  Parker,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  O.  Anderton,  for  the  Defendant. 

The  Vice-chancellor  dissolved  the  Injunction  upon 
the  merits,  and  refused  the  Motion  for  a  Commission 
with  Costs,  stating  that  the  Plaintiff  having  for  ten  years 
acted  on  this  Bill  as  a  Bill  for  equitable  relief,  could  not 
be  permitted,  when  driven  from  his  alleged  equity,  to 
treat  his  Bill  as  if  a  Bill  for  Discovery  merely,  and  now 
to  seek  for  that  Commission  which,  if  sought  at  aD, 
ought  to  have  been  applied  for  ten  years  ago,  the 
present  Action  being  substantially  the  same  as  was 
pending  when  the  original  Bill  was  filed. 
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18^7. 
AMPHLETT  v.  PARKK  aist  March  & 

a5th  ApiiL 

Martha  clay,  Spinster,  by  her  Will,  dated  the  ^J)^7^ 

19th  of  August  1790,  and  executed  and  attested  so  as      Conversion, 

to  pass  Freehold  Estates,  disposed  of  her  Property  as  Tenant  for  lAfs 
follows:  0/ Residue. 

Testatrix  gave 
"  I  give  and  devise  all  my  Freehold  and  Copyhold  herRealandPer- 
Estates  in  the  county  of  Essex  unto  and  to  the  use  of  Trustees  to  sell, 
Nicholas  Martyn,  esq.  and  Rawson  Parke,  esq.  their  aud  directed  that 
Heirs  and  Assigns,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same,  either  ^^^^  ^^  Estate 
by  public  auction  or  private  contract.  And  I  will  aud  should  be  taken 
direct  tliat  the  Monies  to  arise  from  such  Sale  be  ??  P*^,?f,^®^ 
considered  and  taken  to  be  part  of  my  personal  ^^at  out  of  the 
Estate."  <The  Testatrix,  after  directing  that  the  re-  Monies  to  arise 
ceipts  of  her  Trustees  should  be  sufficient  discharges  ^^^  ^^  ^  ^^^ 
to  the  Purchasers,  proceeded  as  follows :)  ^'  And  I  do  her  PersoDal  Efc 

hereby  will  and  direct   that,    out   of  the   Monies  to  tateherLegaciw 

''  should  be  paid, 

arise  from   such  Sale,  and  out  of  all   other  my  per-  and  gave  the  Re- 

sonal   Estate,  the    several  Legacies  hereinafter  men-  *idue  to  -^.  for 

Ti/g     with    re— 
tioned  be  paid  and  satisfied,  (that  is  to  say,)  to  LycUa  nj^inder  over  2 

Wardj  Wife  of  Francis   Ward,  esq.  500/.;   to  E/iza-  Held  that   the 

beih  Cooke,  Widow,  the  like  sum  of  goo/. ;  to  Elizabeth  ^^\  ^^^  """^ 
'  .  *#        I  absolutely   con- 

Parke,  Wife  of  the  said  Rawson  Parke,  the  sum  of  verted  into  Per- 
1,000/.;  to  Lydia  Amphlett,  Widow,  1,000/."  (The  8onalty,and  that 
Testatrix  here  gave  Legacies  to  several  other  Persons,  gacies  which  had 
and  then  continued  thus :)  '^  And  all  the  residue  of  lapsed  belonged 
my  personal  Estate,  and  of  the  Monies  arising  from  the  J^^  ^^^d  ^^ 

to  the  Ueir. 
The  Legacies  not  having  been  paid  within  the  year  after  the  Tes- 
tatrix's death,  J,  is  not  entided  to  that  year's  Income,  but  it  forms  part 
of  the  Capital  of  the  Residue. 

• 

Vol.  L  u 


Amphlett 

V. 
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1827.  sale  of  my  real  Estates,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  the 

before-named  Nicholas  Martyn^  his  Executors,  Admi- 
nistrators and  Assigns,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  Interest 
1'arkb.        thereof  to  the  before-named  Elizabeth  Parke,  for  her 
life,  for  her  separate  use :  and,  after  her  death,  upon 
trust  to  pay  and  divide  the  Capital  to,  between  and 
amongst  all  and  every  the  Child  and  Children  of  the 
said  Elizabeth  Parke^  born  and  to  be  bom,  equally, 
share  and  share  alike,  the  respective  shares  of  the  Sons 
to  be  paid  at  twenty-one,  and  of  the  Daughters  at 
twenty-one  or  marriage,  which  shall  first  happen,  with 
benefit  of  Survivorship  between  them,  in  the  event  of 
the  death  of  one  or  more  of  them  before  such  age  or 
time  as  aforesaid,  not  only  as  to  their  respective  original 
shares,  bat  likewise  as  to  all  such  share  or  shares  as 
shall  accrue  to  them,  respectively,  by  Survivorship; 
and,  if  there  shall  be  but  one  such  Child,  then  to  such 
only  Child,  at  such  age  or  time  as  aforesaid ;  bat,  in 
case  there  shall  not  be  any  Child,  who  being  a  Son 
shall  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  being 
a  Daughter  shall  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  or 
marry,  then  upon  trust  to  pay  the  Interest  thereof  to 
the  before-named  Lydia  Amphlett,  for  her  life,  for  her 
separate  use ;   and,  after  her  death,  upon  trust  for  all 
and  every  her  Child  and  Children,  born  and  to  be  born, 
in  such  manner,  and  with  such  benefit  of  survivorship, 
as  I  have  hereinbefore  directed  concerning  the  Child 
and  Children  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Parke :  and,  in  case 
neither  the  said  Elizabeth  Parke,  or  the  said  Ly£a 
Amphlett  shall  have  any  Child  who  shall  live  to  attain 
such  age  or  time  as  aforesaid,  then  upon  trust,  as  to 
one  moiety,  for  the  Executors  or  Administrators  of  the 
said  Elizabeth  Parke,  and,  as  to  the  other  moiety,  to 
the  Executors  or  Administrators  of  the  said  I^dia 
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AmpKlett.    And  I  appoint  tlie  said  Nicholas  Martyn  and 
RawsoH  Parke  Executors." 

The  Legacies  much  exceeded  the  Personal  Estate  in 
amount :  and,  some  of  the  Legatees  having  died  in  the 
Testatrix's  lifetime,  the  question  was,  whether  the  real 
Estate  was  absolutely  converted  into  Personalty,  so 
that  the  lapsed  Legacies  fell  into  the  Residue,  or  whether 
the  conversion  was  partial  only,  and  therefore  those 
Legacies  belonged  to  the  Heir. 

Mr.  Sugden,  for  the  Heir,  relied  upon  Cruse  v.  Bar-- 
iey  (a),  and  referred  to  Maugham  v.  Mason  (b),  and 
Jofies  V.  MitchelUc), 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Bottler^  for  the  residuary  Lega- 
tee, said  that  the  Testatrix  had  expressly  declared  that 
the  proceeds  of  the  Sale  of  her  real  Estate  should 
be  Personal  Estate :  that  the  Sale  was  directed,  not 
for  a  particular  purpose,  but  for  all  purposes:  that 
both  Estates  were  blended  together:  that  the  Testa- 
trix, after  speaking  of  the  Monies  to  arise  from  the 
Sale  of  her  real  Estates,  used  the  words,  **  all  other  my 
Personal  Estate :''  and  they  cited  Mallabar  v.  Malla- 
bar  (d),  and  Durour  v.  Motteux  (e),  which  they  said 
were  not  so  strong  in  favour  of  the  residuary  Legatee 
as  the  present  case;  and  that  in  Durour  v.  Motteux 
there  was  no  direction  that  the  proceeds  of  the  real 
Estate  should  be  considered  as  Personalty:  and  that 
in  Jones  v.  Mitchell  the  two  Estates  were  not  blended 
together. 
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1827.  Another  question  arose  in  this  Cause  under  the  (61* 

lowing  circumstances. 


Amphlett 

T, 

Parke. 


The  Testatrix  died  on  the  14th  of  July  1803.  The 
Legacies  were  not  paid  within  the  year  after  the  Testa- 
trix's decease.  In  1819  Mrs.  Parke  died  without  Issue. 
The  Master,  in  taking  the  accounts  of  the  Receipts  and 
Payments  of  the  Trustees  and  Executors,  had  allowed 
the  Defendant,  Rawson  Parke,  a  year  and  a  half's  Rent 
of  the  real  Estates  from  Lady-day  1803  to  Michaelmas 
1804,  and  a  year  and  a  half's  Dividends  of  two  Sums 
of  Stocky  due  respectively  on  tlie  loth  of  October  1804 
and  5th  of  January  1805,  which  he  had  retained  for  the 
use  of  his  Wife,  as  Tenant  for  Life  under  the  Will. 

Mr.  Home,  and  Mr.  Boteler,  for  the  Plaintifis 
J.  B.  HollingtDorth,  and  Lydia  his  Wife,  late  Lydia 
Amphlett y  the  present  Tenant  for  Life,  said  that,  after 
the  decisions  in  Angerstein  v.  Martiii  (f),  and  Hewitt 
V.  Morris  (g),  it  could  not  be  contended  that  Mrs. 
Parke  was  not  entitled  to  the  first  year's  Income  of 
what  ultimately  proved  to  be  the  residue  of  the  Testa- 
trix's property ;  but  ihat  she  could  not  be  entitled  to 
more,  either  upon  principle  or  the  expressions  of  the 
Will ;  for  that  the  Trustees  were  directed  to  pay  her 
the  Interest  only  of  the  residue. 

Mr.  Hart,  and   Mr.  Garralt,  for  the   Defendant 
Parke. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  Testatrix,  Martha  Clay,  after  devising  her  Free- 
hold and  Copyhold  Estates  to  Trustees  for  Sale,  uses  the 

(J    I  Turn.  &  Russ.  232.  (g)  Ibid.  341. 
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following  expression :  "  I  will  and  direct  that  the  Monies 
to  anse  from  such  Sale  be  considered  and  taken  as  part 
of  my  Personal  Estate  :"  and,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the 
Will,  she  uses  the  following  words :  "  And  I  do  hereby 
will  and  direct  that,  out  of  the  Monies  to  arise  by  such 
Sale,  and  out  of  all  other  my  Personal  Estate,  the 
several  Legacies  hereinafter  mentioned  be  paid  and 
satisfied."  And  the  Residuary  Clause  in  her  Will 
begins  in  the  following  manner :  '^  And  all  the  residue 
of  my  Personal  Estate,  and  of  the  Moijies  arising 
from  the  Sale  of  my  Real  Estates,  I  give  and  bequeath/' 
&c.  &c. 


Ampblett 

v. 

Parke. 


Upon  the  particular  language  of  the  Will  in  the  pas- 
sages to  which  I  have  referred,  there  arises  this  ques- 
tion :  Whether  the  Testatrix  is  to  be  considered  as 
having  intended  that  the  Monies  arising  from  the  Sale 
of  the  real  Estates,  should  have  the  same  qualities  as 
if,  at  her  death,  they  had  been  part  of  her  Personal 
Estate ;  or  whether  she  intended  that  those  Monies, 
for  the  purposes  of  her  Will  only,  should  form  a  com- 
mon  Fund  with  her  Personal  Estate  ? 


The  two  first  passages  do,  indeed,  purport  an  inten- 
tion that  those  Monies  should  be  considered  as  if  Per- 
sonal Estate  at  her  death ;  but  the  latter  passage  points 
the  other  way :  and,  it  is  only  from  deference  to  the 
two  Cases  of  Durour  v.  MMeux,  and  Mallahar  v.  Mai- 
labor,  that  I  arrive  at  the  conclusion  in  this  Case  that 
this  Testatrix  had  in  her  view  the  improbable  intention 
that  the  Monies  arising  from  the  Sale  of  her  Real 
Estate  should,  for  purposes  not  foreseen  by  her,  have 
the  same  qualities  as  if,  at  her  death,  they  had  been 
part  of  her  Personal  Estate. 

u  3 


Amphlbtt 
Pakkx. 
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There  is  another  question  arising  irom  the  circnm- 
stance  that  the  pecuniary  Legacies  were  not  paid  until 
the  end  of  a  year  after  the  Testatrix's  death ;  and  that 
the  Funds,  with  which  those  Legacies  were  paid,  did,  in 
the  mean  time,  produce  Interest  or  Dividend. 

The  residuary  Estate  is  given  for  Life,  with  remain- 
ders over  to  the  Children  of  the  Tenant  for  Life :  and 
the  Tenant  for  Life  claims  this  Interest  or  Dividend  as 
belonging  solely  to  her.  The  Testatrix,  clearly,  had 
not  this  intention.  Her  plain  meaning  was,  that  the 
Tenant  for  Life  should  enjoy  the  Income  of  that  Pro- 
perty, the  Capital  of  which  was  to  descend  to  her 
Children ;  and  nothing  more :  and  the  Interest  or  Divi- 
dend in  question  is,  therefore,  to  be  considered  as 
Capital,  of  which  the  Tenant  for  life  will  take  the 
Income  only. 


i7tb  &  aoth  MONCK  v.  HUSKISSON. 

March, 

&  gyUi  April.    The  PlaintiflF  agreed  to  seU  to  the  Defendants  cer- 
Titkei  ^^  Freehold  and  Copyhold  Lands,  situate  within  the 

parish  and  manor  of  Barkings  in  Essex.    The  Free- 

An  Exemp-  holds  and  part  of  the  Copyholds  were  alleged,  in  the 

tion  from  Tithes  Agreement,  to  be  exempt  from  the  Tithes  of  Com  and 
was  claimed,  as      °        __  ,     /.    ,  t         -       ^ 

to  certain  Copy-  ^^X-    ^^  ground  of  the  exemption  was  the  umty  of 

holds,    on    the 

ground  of  Unity  of  Possession  of  the  Rectory,  Manor  and  Lands  in 
one  of  the  greater  Monasteries  dissolved  by  3 1  st  H.  8.  Other  Copyholds 
of  the  Manor  bad  belonged  to  the  Monastery  at  the  Dissolution,  and 
were  subject  to  Tithe.  Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  Exemption  was 
good,  because  the  Monastery  might  have  granted  out  the  latter  Copy- 
holds before  the  union  of  the  Rectory,  and  the  former  after  it. 
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possession  of  the  Manor,  Rectory  and  Lands  in  the 
Abbess  and  Convent  of  Barkings  which  was  one  of  the 
greater  MonasterieSi  and  was  dissolved  by  31st  H.  8j 
c.  1 3*  However,  in  the  account,  contained  in  Domesday, 
of  the  possessions  of  the  Abbey,  the  Rectory  was  not 
mentioned.  But  in  the  Grant  of  it,  made  by  Edward  6th, 
it  was  expressed  to  have  been  Parcel  of  the  Possessions 
of  the  Monastery  :  and  the  Lands,  alleged  to  be  exempt, 
were  proved  not  to  have  paid  Tithes  within  living 
memory. 


1827. 

MONCK 

V. 

HUSKISSON. 


Upon  the  hearing  of  an  exception  taken  by  the  De- 
fendants to  the  Master^s  Report  which  was  in  favour 
of  the  exemption, 

The  Attomey-Generaly  Mr.  RoupeU,  and  Mr.  Pern- 
bertan,  for  the  Defendants,  said  that  the  Rectory, 
not  being  mentioned  in  Domesday,  it  was  to  be 
presumed  that  it  did  not  belong  to  the  Monastery: 
That,  if  the  exemption  really  existed,  the  reason 
alleged  for  it  could  not  be  the  true  one;  because 
the  exemption  extended  to  the  Tithes  of  Corn  and 
Hay  only,  and  not  to  all  Tithes ;  because  part  of  the 
Lands,  said  to  be  exempt,  were  Copyhold,  which  they 
could  not  have  been  if  they  had  belonged  to  the  Abbess 
and  Convent,  who  were  seised  of  the  Manor;  and 
because  part  of  the  Copyholds,  though  alleged  to  have 
belonged  to  the  Monastery,  were  admitted  to  be  subject 
to  Tithes. 


Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Preston  for  the  Plaintiff,  said 
that,  as  it  appeared,  by  the  Grant,  that  the  Rectory 
belonged  to  the  Abbey  at  the  Dissolution,  the  omission 
in  Domesday  must  have  been  a  mistake :  but  that  unity 

U4 


t. 

HOSKISSON. 
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1A27.         ^^  Possession  was  not  necessary  to  support  the  exempt 

^ ^ '     tion,  because  a  spiritual  person  might  prescribe  in  nam 

MoNCK  decimando.  Nashv.  Motin$(a):  That  the  circumstance 
of  the  exemption  being  partial,  might  be  accounted 
for  by  the  Vicarage  being  endowed  with  all  the  Tithes, 
except  those  of  Com  and  Hay :  and  that,  as  to  part  of 
the  Copyholds  being  subject  to  Tithes,  the  Abbess  and 
Convent  might  take  Tithes  from  some  of  their  Copy* 
holders,  but  not  from  others  :  and  they  cited  the  Arck' 
bishop  of  Canterburys  Case  (fi),  and  Crouch  v.  Frin  (cX 

The  Vice-Chancellob: — 

This  is  a  Bill,  filed  by  the  Vendors,  for  a  specific  per- 
formance of  a  Contract  for  the  sale  of  Lands.  Upon 
a  reference  to  the  Master^  he  has  found  a  good  title  in 
the  Vendors.  The  contract  of  sale  states  that  certain 
Freehold  Lands  in  Barkings  and  thirteen  acres  of  Copy- 
hold Lands,  held  of  the  manor  of  Barkings  included  in 
the  sale,  are  free  from  the  Tithe  of  Com  and  Hay  :  and, 
amongst  other  exceptions  taken  to  the  Master's  finding, 
is  one  as  to  this  question  of  Tithe. 

The  discharge  from  Tithe  is  claimed  upon  the  ground 
of  the  union  of  the  Freehold  Lands,  and  of  the  Manor 
of  Barking,  and  of  the  Rectory  of  Barkings  in  the  hands 
of  the  Abbess  of  Barking,  beyond  time  of  memory,  and 
up  to  the  Dissolution.  With  respect  to  the  Freehold 
Lands,  there  is  no  difficulty,  it  being  clear  that  the  union 
of  the  Rectory  with  the  Title  to  the  Freehold  Lands, 
before  time  of  memory,  will,  where  the  Abbey,  as  in 

(a)  Cro.  £liz.  906. 
{b)  a  Rep.  48. 

(c)  Cro.  Eliz.  784,  S.  C;  YeW.  2;  Moor,  618;  and 
Gwill.  218. 
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this  case,  was  dissolved  by  the  3i8t  Hen.  8,  continue  the  1837. 

discharge  of  Tithes  to  the  grantee  of  the  Crown.    But,  *        "        ' 
inasmuch  as  the   contract  includes  other  Copyhold        Monck 

Land,  held  of  the  manor  of  Barldng.  which  is  admitted  ,,     ^* 

HUBKISSOK. 

not  to  be  Tithe-free,  a  difficulty  occurred  to  me  how  it 
could  be  made  out,  in  point  of  Law,  that,  upon  the 
head  of  union,  some  Copyholds  could  be  Tithe-free, 
and  others  subject  to  Tithe. 

If  the  Copyholds  in  the  manor  existed  before  the  union, 
they  then  paid  Tithe  to  the  Rector,  and  would  continue 
to  pay  Tithe  to  the  Abbess,  after  the  union.  If  the  Copy- 
holds were  created  pending  the  union,  then  they  might 
not  pay  Tithe,  and  would  now  be  exempt.  The  counsel 
for  the  Plaintiff  say  that  it  is  to  be  considered  that  the 
Copyholds  which  do  not  pay  Tithe,  were  the  demesne 
•  lands  of  the  Abbess,  and  in  her  occupation,  and,  for 
that  reason,  might  not  pay  Tithe,  although  all  the  other 
Copyholds  did  pay  Tithes.  But  upon  that  hypothesis, 
prima  facie  f  this  difficulty  arises,  that,  if  these  lands  not 
titheable  were  the  demesne  lands  of  the  Abbey  and  in 
the  occupation  of  the  Abbess,  then,  inasmuch  as  no 
Copyhold  could  be  legally  created  within  time  of 
memory,  and  as  the  dissolution  of  the  Abbey  was  within 
time  of  memory,  these  lands  could  not  now  be  legal 
Copyholds.  Feeling  this  difficulty,  I  desired  this  point 
to  stand  for  a  second  Argument,  in  order  that  the 
Counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  might  have  the  opportunity  to 
look  for  Authorities  upon  the  subject. 

The  first  Case  cited  in  the  second  Argument  was  the 
Case  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury.  A  religious 
house,  in  Maidstone,  had  divers  lands  there,  and  were  also 
appropriators  of  the  Rectory.  After  the  dissolution,  the 
Crown  granted  the  Lands  to  one,  and  the  Rectory,  to 
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MOVCK 


HVSKISSOK. 
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another ;  the  question  was  whether  these  Lands  were 
discharged  of  Tithes.  The  Court  held  the  Lands  were 
not  discharged,  because  the  dissolution  of  the  religious 
house  was  not  affected  by  31st  Hen.  8.  But  the  Court 
declared  that,  if  the  dissolution  had  taken  place  under  the 
31st  Hen.  8,  and  there  had  been  an  union  of  the  Lands 
and  the  Rectory  in  the  religious  house  beyond  the  time 
of  memory,  the  Lands  would  have  continued  exempt 
from  Tithes  after  the  dissolution.  This  Case,  therefore, 
only  establishes  the  acknowledged  principle  that,  where 
before  time  of  memory  there  was  an  union  of  the  titl^ 
to  receive  the  Tithe  and  of  the  title  to  pay  the  Tithe, 
and  the  religious  house  was  dissolved  by  31st  Hen.  8,  the 
exemption  from  Tithes  will  continue.  It  is  upon  this 
principle,  in  the  present  Case,  that  the  Defendants  do 
not  dispute  the  exemption  from  Tithes  as  to  the  Free* 
hold  Lands ;  but  this  Case  does  not  touch  the  difficulty 
as  to  the  Copyholds. 


The  other  Case  relied  upon  by  the  Plaintiff  is  that 
of  Crouch  V.  Frier,  In  prohibition  the  surmise  was 
that  the  Bishop  of  Winchester  was  seised  in  Fee 
of  the  Manor  of  Bishop*s  Waltham,  and  that  he  and 
his  predecessors,  before  time  of  memory,  and  all  his 
Farmers  and  Copyholders  had  been  discharged  of 
Tithes.  This  prescription  was  held  to  be  good,  because 
it  shall  be  intended  that  the  prescription  had  its  com- 
mencement when  all  the  Manor  was  in  the  Lord's 
hands ;  and  the  Lord,  being  a  Spiritual  person,  was 
capable  of  Tithes,  and  his  Farmers  and  CopyhcJders 
stand  in  his  place.  This  Case  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  principle  of  unity ;  for  the  Bishop  was  not  Rector. 
He  claimed  against  the  Rector ;  and  the  only  principle 
established  by  this  Case,  is  that  a  Copyholder,  bedding 
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under  a  Spiritual  Lord  of  a  Manor,  may  prescribe  for 
a  discharge  from  Tithes  in  right  of  the  Lord. 

There  being,  therefore,  no  authority  which  is  expressly 
in  point,  the  Case  remains  to  be  considered  upon  prin- 
ciple alone:  and  it  has  occurred  to  me  that  there  might 
be  a  way  in  which  it  is  possible  that  there  may  have  been 
a  legal  origin  to  the  exemption  claimed  for  the  particular 
Copyhold,  although  the  other  Copyholds  pay  Tithes. 

The  union  between  the  Manor  and  the  Rectory,  to 
be  good,  must  have  taken  place  before  time  of  memory; 
but  yet,  before  the  union,  the  Abbess  might  have  granted 
out  all  the  Copyholds,  except  what  she  then  retained 
as  demesne  lands ;  and  the  Copyholders,  thus  created, 
would,  of  course,  pay  Tithes  to  the  Rector  before  the 
union.  But  the  Demesne  Lands  might  not  then  pay 
Tithes  to  the  Rector,  because  the  Abbess,  being  a  Spi- 
ritual Person,  was  herself  capable  of  Tithes.  After 
the  union,  the  Abbess  might  still,  before  time  of  memory, 
have  alienated  these  thirteen  acres,  then  part  of  her 
demesnes,  by  copy  of  Court  Roll,  free  from  Tithe,  as 
she  held  them ;  and,  in  such  case,  these  thirteen  acres 
would,  at  this  day,  continue  legally  discharged  of  Tithe, 
although  the  other  Copyholds  paid  Tithes.  There  being 
this  mode  by  which  the  exemption  claimed  might  have 
had  a  legal  origin,  I  think  myself  bound  to  affirm  the 
title  as  to  these  Tithes. 
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MONK  V.  MAWDSLEY. 

i8«7. 

3oihApnl,     ^^^  BELL  J  H  UGHES,  Widow,  by  the  SetUemeDt 

WilU^Pawer ^^  ^^^  Marriage  with  the  Defendant  Peter  Mawdsley, 

Construction,    conveyed  a  Messuage  and  other  Hereditaments,  in  Great 

A  Feme  Co-  ^^w/^i,  to  ilrcAt6aWX«gA//ey,  his  Heirs  and  Assigns,  and 

Tcrte  having      assigned  to  him  his  Heirs,  Executors,  Administrators  and 

^^'^  *(*P^  Assigns,  certain  Leasehold  Premises,  and  all  her  Bonds 

sonal  Property,  and  other  Securities  for  Money,  and  all  her  Household 

and  of  a  Real  Goods,  Plate,  Linen,  China  and  Furniture  and  other  Per- 

Kstate  at  N,  by 

her  Will    after  sonal  Estate  and  Effects  in  Trust,  after  the  Marriage,  as  to 

reciting  the        the  H  ousehold  Goods,  Plate,  Linen,  China  and  Furniture, 

veral  ^Pwuni^  ^^^  ^®  ®^'^  ^°^  separate  use  and  disposal  of  Mrs.  Hughes 
Legacies,  and     during  her  life,  and,  after  her  decease  and  in  default  of 

then  gave  to  her  g^^jj  disposal,  in  trust  for  her  next  of  kin,  as  if  she 
Husband  her  .  i     m^ 

Fields  and         ^^^  ^^^^  B,feme  sole  and  intestate :  and,  as  to  the  Mes- 

House  at  AT.,  suages  and  Premises  in  Great  Neston^  to  the  use  of 
mainder  of  her  -^^^^^^^^  Keightley  and  his  Heirs,  during  Mrs.  Hughes's 
Personalty,  and  life :  and,  as  to  the  Messuage  and  Premises  in  Little 
all  she  might  die  Weston,  upon  Trust  that  Archibald  Keightley,  his  Exe- 
afterpayment      cutors  and  Administrators,  should  pay  the  Rents  to 

of  her  Debts,    Mrs.  Hughes  for  her  separate  use :  and,  as  to  the  Mes- 

l^esraci^s     and 

Funeral  'and       suages  and  Premises  in  Great  Nest  on,  after  the  decease  of 

Testamentaiy      Mrs.  Hughes,  to  the  use  of  such  Person  and  Persons,  and 

SaH^ '  Hul^  ^^'  ^"^^  ^^^^  *"^  Estates,  as  Mrs.  Hughes,  by  her  will 
band  took  a  Life  ^  ^^  signed,  sealed  and  published  in  the  presence  of 
Estate  only  in  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  should  appoint,  and,  in 
wiihstan^ne  default  of  such  appointment,  to  the  use  of  Archibald 
the  gift  to  him  Keightley,  his  Heirs  and  Assigns,  upon  Trust  to  sell, 

of  all  the  Tes-  ^^^^  ^^  divide  the  proceeds  equally  amongst  the  Children 

tatnx  might  die  '^  n       ^  &     ^ 

possessed  of.        o(  Mrs.  Hughes,  at  the  usual  periods,  and,  in  default  of 

Children,  to  distribute  the  same  amongst  her  next  of  kin. 
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Mrs.  MawdsUy  made  her  Will  which  was  executed  18^7. 

as  required  by  the  Settlement,  and  was  as  follows :  "^        v— ' 

Monk 

V, 

*'  I  Arabella  Mawdsley,  Wife  of  Peter  Mawdsley,  do  m  a  wdslbt 
make  this  my  last  Will  and  Testament  in  manner  and 
form  following,  having  full  disposing  Power  by  Settle- 
menty  made  at  my  Marriage  with  the  above  Peter 
Mawdsley,  now  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Archibald  Keightley^ 
sen..  Solicitor,  Ldverpool,  and  my  Trustee."  (The  Tes- 
tatrix here  gave  several  pecuniary  Legacies,  and  then 
proceeded  thus : — )  "  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath,  to 
my  Husband  Peter  Mawdsley,  my  two  Fields  and  House 
in  the  Township  of  Great  Neston,  likewise  the  re- 
mainder of  my  Personalty,  and  all  I  may  die  possessed 
of  at  the  time  of  my  death,  after  the  above  Bequests 
are  fully  discharged,  my  just  Debts  paid,  Funeral  Ex- 
penses, and  Proving  this  my  last  Will  and  Testament. 
I  nominate  and  appoint  Mr.  Archibald  Keightley,  and 
my  Husband,  Peter  Mawdsley,  Trustees  and  Executors 
of  this  my  last  Will  and  Teslament." 

Mrs.  Mawdsley  died  on  the  24th  May  1824,  leaving 
the  Plaintiffs,  her  Sisters  and  only  next  of  Kin. 

The  Bill  alleged  that  Peter  Mawdsley  claimed  to  be 
entitled,  in  Equity,  to  tlie  Fee-simple  of  the  Messuage, 
Lands  and  Premises  devised  to  him  by  the  Will ; 
whereas  the  Plaintiffs  submitted  that  he  was  only  en- 
titled to  a  Life  Estate  therein,  and  that  they,  as  tlie 
next  of  Kin  of  the  Testatrix,  were  entitled  to  have  the 
House,  Land  and  Premises  sold,  subject  to  the  Life 
Estate  of  Peter  Mawdsley  therein,  and  to  have  the  Pro- 
ceeds distributed  between  them,  according  to  the  direc- 
tions contained  iu  the  Settlement    And  it  prayed  that 
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the  Defendant  Archibald  Keighilmfy  might  be  decreed 
to  Bell  the  Reyeraion  of  the  Measuagei  Land  and  Pre- 
misesy  and  to  distribute  the  Proceeds  between  the 
Plaintiffs,  according  to  the  directions  of  Settlement. 

To  this  Bill  the  Defendant  Peter  Mawdsky  put  in  a 
general  Demurrer. 

Mr.  Preston  and  Mr.  Koe,  in  support  of  the  Demur- 
rer, cited  Hopewell  v.  Ackland(a\  Smith  v.  Coffin (b\ 
Cooke  V.  Farrand(c),  Barnes  v.  Patch  (d).  Doe  v.  Gil- 
bert  (e),  Huxstep  v.  Brooman  (/),  Goodtitle  y.  Mad- 
dem  (g),  Beachcrofi  y.  Beachcrofi  (A),  Pitman  v.  S^e- 
vens  (1),  Hogan  v.  Jackson  (k),  Bidout  v.  Pain  (/)• 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Spence,  in  support  of  the  Bill, 
cited  Doe  v.  Rout  (m),  Timewell  v.  Perkins  (n),  and  Roe 
V.  Yeud{o). 

The  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

The  Testatrix  in  this  Case  was  a  Feme  Coverte,  who, 
by  Settlement  made  previous  to  her  Marriage,  had 
Power  to  dispose,  by  Will,  of  Fee-simple  Estate,  of 
Leasehold  Estate,  and  of  Bonds  and  Securities  for 
Money,  and  Household  Goods  and  Furniture,  Plate, 
Linen,  China  and  other  Personal  Estate.  Her  Will, 
which  was  executed  as  required  by  the  Power,  com- 
menced in  the  words  followmg : — '^  I  A.  Mawdskyt 


(a)  1  Salk.  239. 
(d)  8  Yes.  604. 
(g)  4  East,  496. 
{k)  Cowp.  «99. 
(n)  a  AdE.  102, 


(6)  2H.  Black.  444.        (c)  7  Taunt  1S2. 
(0  3  Bred.  &  Bing.  85.  (/)  1  Bro.C.C.  437. 
(A)  s  Vem.  690,  (i)  15  East,  505, 

(0  3  Atk.  486.  (m)  7  Taunt  79. 

(0)  t  New  Rep.  214. 
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wife  of  Ptter  Mawdskyj  do  make  this  my  last  Will         .1897. 
and  Testament  in  manner  and  form  following,  having     ^'~''    "^ 
ftdl  disposing  Power  by  Settlement  made  at  my  Mar-         Monk 
riage  with  the  above  Peter  Mawdsley,  and  now  in  the     ^ 
hands  of  Mr.  Archibald  Keightley,  Solicitor,  Ldverpool, 
and  my  Trustee  :"    And,  after  giving  several  Pecuniary 
Legacies,  contiued  thus : — "  I  give,  bequeath  and  de- 
vise, to  my  Husband,  my  two  Fields  and  House  in 
Great  Neston/'  (being  the   Estate  of  which  she  had 
Power  to  dispose,)  likewise  the  remainder  of  my  Per- 
sonalty, and  all  I  may  die  possessed  of  at  the  time  of 
my  death,  after  the  above  Bequests  are  fully  discharged, 
and  my  just  Debts,  Funeral  Expenses,  and  proving 
this  my  last  Will  and  Testament."    And  she  appointed 
her  said  Husband  and  another  Person  her  Executors. 
The  question  in  the  Cause  was,  whether  the  Fee  in 
the  two  Fields  and  House  in  Great  Neston,  passed  to 
the  Husband  by  force  of  the  expression :  *'  and  all  I 
may  die  possessed  of  at  the  time  of  my  death." 

Many  Cases  have  been  cited  on  the  subject  (and  the 
Question  is  one  of  great  nicety),  in  all  which  Cases  the 
words,  in  their  ordinary  signification,  would  include  real 
Estate. 

It  is  first  argued,  against  the  Husband,  that,  in  the 
disposition  made  by  the  expression :  '^  All  I  may  die 
possessed  of  at  the  time  of  my  death,"  there  is  no  re- 
ference to  the  power  under  which  the  Will  is  made,  and 
that,  if  these  Words  would  give  a  Fee,  where  a  Testator 
devises  Property  of  which  he  is  the  Owner,  they  will 
not  have  that  eflfect  here.  I  do  not  concur  in  that  ar- 
gument. The  introductory  words  in  the  Will  purport 
that  the  Will  is  made  only  by  force  of  the  power,  and 
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every  Clause  in  the  Will  is,  therefore,  to  be  referred  to 
the  power.  The  argument  for  the  Husband  is,  that 
B^o^K  these  words  will  have  no  effect  unless  they  operate  to 
carry  the  Fee  of  the  Nesion  Estate,  the  whole  personal 
Estate  passing  by  the  prior  expression.  But  I  know 
of  no  Case  in  which  words  have  been  held  to  carry  a 
Fee  Simjile,  because  they  would,  otherwise,  be  mere 
surplusage  and  repetition.  In  all  the  Cases  cited,  either 
the  words  do,  in  their  ordinary  signification,  include 
real  Estate :  as  in  Hopewell  v.  Acland,  **  Whatever  else 
I  have  not  disposed  of :"  In  Smith  v.  Coffin  :  ''  The  rest 
and  residue  of  my  Goods,  Chattek,  Rights,  Credits, 
personal  and  testamentary  Estates  :**  In  Huxstep  v. 
Brooman :  "  All  I  am  worth  :**  In  Beachcroft  v.  Beach* 
croft :  "  My  Wife  to  have  one  Moiety  after  my  Debts 
paid/'  In  all  which  Cases  the  words,  in  their  ordinary 
signification,  would  include  real  Estate :  or  if  the  words 
used  do  not,  in  their  ordinary  signification,  include  real 
Estate,  the  Testator  has  shewn  that  he  meant  to  apply 
them  to  real  Estate :  as  in  Hogan  v.  Jackson^  where  the 
expression  is :  *'  The  residue  of  my  Efiects,  both  real 
and  personal,  which  I  shall  die  possessed  of."  In  their 
ordinary  sense,  the  words  ''  possessed  of,*'  would  not 
import  real  Estate ;  but  the  Testator  there  expressly 
applies  them  to  real  Estate.  In  the  present  Case,  there 
is  nothing  to  show  that  the  Testatrix  meant  to  use  the 
word  ^'  possessed"  in  any  other  than  its  ordinary 
sense ;  and,  on  the  contrary,  the  expression  ''  at  the 
time  of  my  death,"  imports  that  she  had  personal 
Estate  alone  in  her  contemplation;  for  those  words 
would  have  no  sense  as  applied  to  real  Estate. 

My  conclusion  is,  according  to  the  principle  of  the 
Decision  in  Doe  v.  jRoti^,  that  the  words  in  question 
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might  have  been  sufficient  to  pass  real  Estate,  if,  from 
other  parts  of  the  Will,  such  had  appeared  to  have  been 
the  intention  of  the  Testatrix  ;  but  that  no  such  inten- 
tion does  sufficiently  appear  in  any  part  of  the  Will- 
The  words  are  to  be  considered,  therefore,  as^^loose  and 
general  words,  and  mere  surplusage,  which  do  not  add 
to  the  sense  of  the  Will. 
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CHILLINGWORTH  v.  CHILLINGWORTH. 

1  HE  Purchaser  of  an  Estate  under  a  Decree  moved 
for  and  obtained  the  Order  Nisi,  and  served  it  upon 
the  Vendor,  The  Purchaser  having  afterwards  neg- 
lected to  confirm  the  Order,  the  Vendor  now  made 
that  Motion.  It  was  objected  that  the  Vendor  ought 
not  to  confirm  the  Purchaser's  Order,  but  to  obtain 
a  new  Order  Nisi.  The  Vice-Chancellor  was  of  a  differ- 
ent opinion,  and  made  the  Order  prayed. 


S5tb  April. 

Practice, 

Vendor 

and 

Purchaser, 


The  Vendor 
may  confirm  an 
Order  Nisi  ob- 
tained by  the 
Purchaser,  if  the 
latter  neglect  ta 
do  so. 
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MEMORANDUM. 

On  the  30th  of  April,  the  Earl  of  Eldon  resigned  the 
Great  Seal,  which,  on  the  same  day,  was  delivered  by 
His  Majesty  to  the  Right  Honourable  Sir  J.  S.  Copley^ 
Knight,  who  was  created  a  Peer  of  the  United  Kingdom., 
by  the  title  of  Baron  Lyndhurst  of  Lj/ndhurst,  in  the 
County  of  Soutl^mpton. 

On  the  3d  of  May,  the  Right  Horyourable  Sir  John 
Leach,  Vice-Chancellor  of  England^  was  appointed 
plaster  of  the  Rolls,  in  the  place  of  Sir  J.  S.  Coplej/. 

On  the  following  day,  Anthony  Hart,  Esquire,  one  of 
His  Majesty's  Counsel  was  appointed  Vice-Chancellor 
in  the  place  of  Sir  John  Leach^  and  received  the  honour 
of  Knighthood^  and  was  afterwards  sworn  in  a  Member 
of  His  Majesty's  Most  Honourable  Privy  Council. 

Sir  Cl  Wetherell,  Knight,  Hia  Majesty's  Attorney- 
General,  resigned  that  office,  and,  on  the  27th  of  April, 
was  succeeded  by  James  Scarlett,  Esquire,  one  of  His 
Majesty's  Counsel^  who  also  received  the  honour  q( 
Knighthood. 

Vol.  I,  Y 
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5th  May.  STEAD  v.  CLAY. 


Injunction.  ThE  Plaintiff  was  the   Assignee  of  one   Liddard, 

Creditor  ^  Bankrupt,  under  a  Commission  issued  on  the  26th 

—  of  June  i8«3.    The  Defendant  Mrs.  day  (who  was 

B    k     L  resident  in  France)  was  the  Executrix  and  Residuary 

having  separate  Legatee  of  the  Bankrupt's  late  Wife,  who  died  in  Paris 

Property,  died  in  January  1825,  having  considerable  separate  Property, 

possession  of  ^^^  whole  of  which  she  disposed  of,  except   1,500/. 

other  Property  Three  per  Cent.  Consols,  standing  in  the  names  of  the 

d^m^^b'^^thr  I^fendants,  her  Trustees,  and  which,  in  default  of 

Creditors  as  appointment,  was  held  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Liddard*s  Exe- 

belonging  to  the  cutors  or  Administrators :  Uddard^  therefore,  upon  hie 

by  Will,  disposed'  Wife's  decease,  became  entitled  to  it  in  his  marital  rigfaU 
of  all  her  sepa- 

!!!!!.  ?l^^®/  ^'"  In  1822  Liddard  sold  his  Household  Goods  and 
cept  1,5001. 

Consols  (which,  Furniture,  invested  the  proceeds,  together  with  other 
m  default  of  Monies,  in  the  French  Funds,  and  shortly  afterwards 
was  held  in  t^8t  went,  with  his  Wife,  to  reside  in  Paris.  After  the 
for  her  £xecu«     issuing  of  the  Commission,  he  returned  to  this  Coantry, 

appointed  a 

i^fc^*^  h°^  The  Bm  alleged  that  Liddard,  before  he  went  to 

Executrix.  reside  in  Paris,  had  committed  an  act  of  Bankruptcy : 

Injunction  that  he  absconded  thither  to  avoid  his  Creditors :  tiiat 

8u?t°of  the  As^  ^^  remitted  the  proceeds  of  his  Furniture,  and  other 

signees,  to  Monies,  to  Paris,  and  procured  them  to  be  invested  in 

restrain  the         t|,e  French  Funds,  in  his  Wife's  name,  in  older  to 

Transfer  of  the      ,  « 

Consols ;  but       defraud  his  Creditors :  that  Mrs.  Clay,  as  the  Executrix 

refused  as  to  the  of  Mrs.  Liddard,  had  possessed  herself  of  that  Stock, 

rate  Estate  ^^^'  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  some  Furniture  and  other  Articles  which 

the  Bankrupt  had  left  in  his  late  Wife's  possessioa 


Stead 

r. 
Clat. 
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his  returning  to  this  Country  :  and  that,  as  Mrs.  Clay  1827. 

resided  in  France,  the  Plaintiff  would  be  unable  to 
recover  them  from  her.  The  Bill  prayed  either  that 
the  Stock  in  the  French  Funds,  and  the  other  Pro- 
perty of  the  Bankrupt  in  France,  might  be  delivered  to 
tite  Piaintiff,  or  that  the  Value  thereof  might*  be  paid 
to  him  out  of  the  Tecitatrix's  Estate :  that  that  Estate 
might  be  secoredy  and  a  Receiver  of  it  appointed :  and 
that  the  Defendants,  the  Trustees,  might  be  restrained 
from  transferring  any  part  of  the  Testatrix's  separate 
Property. 

The  Answers  of  Mrs.  Clay  and  the  Trustees  denied 
having  any  knowledge  of  LiddariTs  having  committed 
an  act  of  Bankruptcy,  or  done  any  of  the  other  acts 
complained  of  with  a  view  to  defraud  his  Creditors. 
Mrs.  Clay,  however,  admitted  that  the  Testatrix, 
shortly  before  her  death,  had  transferred  a  sum  of 
French  Stock  into  the  names  of  her,  Mrs.  Clay,  and 
another  person,  as  Trustees :  and  it  did  not  appear  how 
the  Testatrix  had  become  possessed  of  this  Stock. 

Mr.  Sugden',  Mr.  Rose,  and  Mr.  Knight,  now  moved 
for  an  Injunction,  according  to  the  Prayer  of  the  Bill, 

Mr*  Shadwett,  and  Mr.  Ching,  appeared  for  the 
DefeadantBi  and  opposed  the  Motion. 

The  Vic§'ChanceUor  (a)  granted  the  Motion  as  to  the 
Ii6^'^ Consols;  but  refused  it  as  to  the  other  Sums 
of  Stock  (by 

(fl)  Sir  Anthony  Hart. 

{h)  The  Bill  was  afterwards  amended :  and,  on  the  Answer 
being  put  in  to  the  Amendments,  it  appeared  that  Mr^.  Liddard 
had  disposed,  by  her  Will,  of  the  1,500^  Consols,  as  well  as  of 

Y  2 
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5th  MaV.  MILLER  f.  WHEATLEY. 


£Tttns       '^^^  Plaintiff  having  changed  his  Name,  by  the  King's 

.  License,  the  Bill  was  amended  after  the  Answer  had 

Exceptions  to  been  put  in,  by  substituting  the  Plaintiff's  new  Name  for 

after  ihe  Bill  has  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^i  and  by  adding  another  Defendant     The 

been  amended,     P4aintiff  then  excepted  to  the  Answer. 

will  not  be  taken 

oflftheFile,  if  no 

Answer  is  re-  Mr.  Skirrow,  for  the  Defendant  who  had  answered 

quired  to  the       the  Bill,  moved  that  the  Exceptions  might  be  taken  off 

the  File  for  irregularity,  they  having  been  filed  after  the 

Bill  was  amended. 

Mr.  Whitmarsh,  for  the  Plaintiff,  cited  Taylor  v. 
Wrench  (a),  and  said  that  the  Amendments  were  of  such 
a  nature  that  no  further  Answer  cbtild  be  required. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  ordered  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  the 
Costs  of  the  Motion,  and  that  the  Exceptions  should 
remain  on  the  File. 


the  rest  of  her  separate  Estate.  The'  Defendant,'  Mrs.  C/!ajr, 
then  moved  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  discharge  the  Order  made ' 
by  the  Vice-chancellor;  and  the  Plaintiffs  made  a  Cross-motion 
t<^  have  the  Injunction  extended  to  the  rest  of  Mn.'Liddard's 
separate  Property.  On  the  31st  March  1828  his  Lordship 
refused  the  former  Motion,  and  granted  the  latter* 

[a)  9  Ves,  315. 
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DAVIDSON  V.  NAPIER.  7th  nly. 


1  HE   Plaintiff  and   one  Dickins  were   Partners  as  Partnership. 

Solicitors  and  Attorhies.    Dickins  became  Bankrupt,  ojaor. 

and  his  Assignees  having  excluded  the  Plaintiff  frocn  One  of  two 

all  interference  in  the  affairs  of  the  Partnership,  the  Solicitors,  who 

•o-ii           ^11                         1          ,       m  '        -r.   1     ^  ^^^^  Partners, 

iSill  was  filed,  praying  to  have  the  affairs  of  the  Part*  became  Bank- 

nership  wound  up,  and  for  an  Injunction  to  restrain  rupt;  the  As- 

the  Defendants,  the  Assignees,  from  intermeddling  with  Jhe^oUierfrom 

the  Partnership  Property  and  Effects.  bterfering  with 

the  affairs  of  the 
Partnership  • 

Mr.  Spence,  for  the  Plaintiff,  now  moved  that  the  the  Court, 

Books,  Papers  and  Writings  of  the  Partnership,  be-  nevertheless, 

longing  to  the  Persons  who  had  employed  the  Plain-  ^^  Assignees 

tiff  and  Dickins  as  Attomies  and  Solicitors,  might  be  to  deliver  to  him 

delivered  to  the  Plaintiff,  upon  oath.  }*^«  V*P®"  ,^- 

'    ^  longing  to  the 

Clients  of  the 

The  Vice- Chancellor  refused  the  Motion,  saying  that  Firm. 

he  had  no  right  to  order  the  Papers  of  the  Clients 

to  be  delivered  to  one  of  the  Partners,  without  the 

consent  of  the  Clients. 
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1827.  MARY   ANN    ELIZABETH    ASTLEY    t>.   THE 

Jth,  dth  &  loth        HONOURABLE   GEORGE   JOHN    MILLES, 

May,  and  j  /%  i 

sgth  October.  ^^^  Others. 

M^g^r  of      Richard  WARNER,  Esquire,  by  his  Will,  dated 
EMoKe        ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  December  1750,  gave  all  his  Manors,  Mes* 

suag^s,  Lands,  Tenemeots  and  Hereditaments  in  Norih 

life  of  an  e!  ^^  -E/mAam,  Beetky,  Gressenhally  Bittmng,  East  Bilaey, 
settled  in  strict  Brisley,  San4field,  Horningtofi,  Gateljf  and  Rybwrgk,  in 
settlement,  buys  the  County  of  Norfolk,  U>  Lee  Warner  and  Henry  Lee 

Charm  6n  the  ^^^"^f  ^^^  ^^^  ^"^  ^^  Ninety-nine  Years  next  after 

.  JE#tate,  and  h^^  his  death,  upon  Trusts  long  since  satisfied,  and,  subject 

STt^'^^  thereunto,  to  his  eldest  Daughter,  Mary  MUles,  Widow 

he  next  pur-  ^^  Christopher  MiUes,  Esquire,  for  her  life,  or  until  her 

chases  the  nltir  eldest  Son  should  attain  the  age  of  Twenty-four  years, 

der  ^and^hM* it  ^^^^^  should  first  happen ;  and,  after  the  decease  of 
conveyed  to  him  Mary  MUles,  or  her  eldest  Son  attaining  the  age  of 

so^ecttothe  Twenty-four  years,  he  gave  the  same  Hereditaments 

Charges :  he  t^d  Premises  to  Richard  MUles,  his  Grandson,  eldest 

then  devises  the  Son  of  Mary  his  Daughter,  for  his  life ;  with  remainder 

to  the  bharees  ^^  Trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  with 

that  might  be  remainders  to  the  first  and  other  Sons  of  Richard  Milles 

thereon  at  his       successively  in  tail  male ;  with  remainder  to  Christopher 

decease:  the  in-  .  , 

termediate  Re-     MUles,  bis  Grandson,  second  Son  of  his  Daughter,  for 

mainders  fail  at  his  life;  with  remainder  to  the  same  Trustees  to  pre- 
Chanres  so  our-  ®®^®  contingent  remainders ;  with  remainders  to  the 
chased  are  first  and  other  Sons  of  Christopher  Milles  successively 

merged ;  and       {„  ^^^  ^^^    ^j^,^  remainder  to  John  Milles,  his  Grand- 
parol  Evidence  1  /.      i.- 
is  admissible  to    ^^^»  \mx6.  and  youngest  Son  of  his  Daughter,  for  his 

prove  that  the  life ;  with  remainders  to  his  Sons  in  like  manner:  with 
intended.  remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  Mary  Milles; 

with  remainder  to  his  own  right  Heirs.     And^  after 
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fecitiDg  that  be  held>  by  Lease  from  the  Dean  and  1837. 

Chapter  of  Norwich,  the  Rectory  Impropriate  of  North 

JEhnham^  and  certain  Lands  lying  dispersedly  amongst 

lua  Real  Bstates  and  Lands  in  North  Elmham,  and,  in       Millks 

like  manner,  held,  by  Lease  of  the  said  Dean  and      and  others. 

Chapter  of  Norwich,  certain  Lands  in  Gately  and  Colkirk 

aforesaid,  the  Testator  gave  the  same  Rectory  and 

Lands  to  Mary  Millet  his  Daughter,  her  Executors, 

Administrators  and  Assigns,  in  Trust  for  the  Uses, 

Estates  and  Purposes  thereinbefore  by  him  declared 

touching  his  Real  Estates  in  North  Ebnham,  and  Gately, 

and  Colkirk,  and  that  the  same  might,  from  time  to 

lime,  be  enjoyed  with  the   other  Estates  in  North 

iElmham  and  Gately  aforesaid,  with  which  the  same 

were  so  intermixed;  and  that  the  Person  or  Persons 

being  in  the  legal  possession  of  the  North  Elmham 

and  Gately  Estates  should,  from  time  to  time,  pay  the 

yearly  reserved  Rents,  and  renew  Leases,  and  pay  and 

discharge  all  Fines  and  Payments  incident  ta  the  same, 

the  Testator's  WiU  being  that  the  Rectory,  Lands  and 

Prenoiises  might  always,  unless  hindered  by  arbitrary 

impositions,  be  held  and  enjoyed  according  to  the 

J)evise8  and  Limitations  thereinbefore  by  him  declared 

louching  his  Real  Estates  in  North  Elmham  and  Gately: 

and  he  appointed  his  two  Daughters,  Mary  Milles  and 

JEHzabeth  Joddrell,  his  Executrixes. 

The  Testator  died  some  time  after,  making  his  Will, 
leaving  his  two  Daughters  his  Co-heirs  at  Law.  Chris^ 
topher  Milks,  the  second  Son  of  Mary  Milles,  died  many 
^^ears  since  withcmt  issue. 

■ 

By  Indentures  of  Lease  and  Release^  dated  the  1 3th 
juid  14th  of  December  1773,  the  Release  made  between 
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Mary  Milles  and  Richard  Milles,  her  eldest  Son,  of  th« 
first  part ;  Stafford  Squire  Baxter,  of  the  second  part ; 
John  Colman,  of  the  third  part;  Sir  Edward  AiUetfy 
Bart.  William  Codrington,  Esq.  and  Edward  MilUs,  Esq. 
of  the  fourth  part;  and  John  Wodehouse,  who  after- 
wards became  Lord  fVodehouse,  and  Lewis  Cage,  Esq.  of 
the  fifth  part ;  and  by  a  Common  Recovery  suffered  as 
of  Hilary  Term  14  Geo.  3.  all  the  Manors,  Advowsons 
and  other  Hereditaments  belonging  to  Mary  Miiles 
and  Richard  Mil/es,  or  either  of  them,  in  the  county  of 
Norfolk,  then  late  of  Richard  Warner,  deceased,  or 
since  his  decease,  purchased  by  Mary  Milles  and  Bi- 
ehard  Milles,  or  either  of  them,  were  settled  on  Richard 
Milles,  for  his  Life ;  with  Remainder  to  Trustees  to 
preserve  Contingent  Remainders  ;  with  Remainders  to 
the  first  and  other  Sons  of  Richard  Milles  successively 
in  tail  male ;  with  Remainder  to  John  Milles,  the  younger 
and  only  other  surviving  Son  of  Mary  Milles,  for  bis 
life  ;  with  Remainder  to  Trustees  to  preserve  Contingent 
Remainders;  with  Remainders  to  his  first  and  other 
Sons  successively  in  tail  male;  with  Remainder  to  Mary 
Milles,  for  her  Life;  with  Remainder  to  Trustees  to 
preserve  Contingent  Remainders  ;  with  Remainder  to 
Lord  Wodehouse  and  Lewis  Cage,  for  500  years,  to  be 
computed  from  the  death  of  Mary  Milles,  upon  the 
Trusts  therein  declared,  and,  subject  thereto,  to  anyone 
or  more  of  the  Daughters  of  Richard  Milles,  for  such 
Estate  Tail  and  Estates  Tail,  and  in  such  shares  and 
manner  as  Richard  Milles  should,  by  Deed  or  Will  to  be 
executed  and  attested  as  therein  mentioned,  appoint ; 
and,  in  default  thereof,  to  the  use  of  all  the  Daughters 
of  Richard  Milles,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them, 
as  Tenai^s  in  common  in  tail,  with  Cross-Remainders 
amongst  them  in  tail,  with  divers  Remainders  over,  and 
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with  the  ultimate   Remainder  to  the  right  Heirs  of 
Mary  Milles.  The  Trusts  of  the  term  of  500  years  were, 
that  the  Trustees  should  raise^  by  ^the  usual  meansi 
after  the  death  of  Mary  Milles,  and  after  the  deceases 
and  failure  of  iiisue  male  of  Richard  Milles  and  John 
Millesj  the  sum  of  25,000/.,  and,  in  the  mean  time,  the 
Interest  of  that  sum,  at  4  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  be 
computed  jfrom  the  death  of  Mary  Milles,  or  from  the 
.decease  of  the    Survivor  of  Richard  Milles  or  John 
,Milles,  or  from  the  time  of  the  failure  of  their  issue  male, 
which  should  last  happen,  and  should  pay  the  25,000  /• 
and  the   Interest  thereof,  to   such  Persons,  in  such 
parts,  manner  and  form  as  Mary  Milles  should  by  Deed 
or  Will  appoint. 


ASTLET 

Milles 
and  others; 


By  a  Deed  Poll,  dated  the  24th  of  October  1 77^, 
Mary  Milles,  by  virtue  of  the  power  given  to  her  by 
the  last  Indentures,  directed  the  Trustees  of  the  term 
of  500  Years  to  pay  10,000/.,  part  of  the  25,600/.,  to 
Mary  Milles,  the  younger,  the  eldest  Daughter  of  the 
first-named  Mary  Milles,  and  5,000  /.,  further  part  of 
the  25,000  /.,  to  the  personal  Representatives  of  John 
Milles;  and  10,000/.,  the  remainder  of  the  25^000/., 
to  Henry  Lee  Warner  and  the  Rev.  John  Astley,  upon 
trust  to  place  out  at  Interest  5,000/.,  part  of  that 
1 0,000 /.,  and  to  pay  one  moiety  of  the  5,000/.  to  jBer- 
nard  Astley,  one  of  the  Sons  of  Sir  Edward  Astley  and 
Dame  Ann  Astley,  his  Wife,  the  second  and  youngest 
laughter  of  the  first-named  Mary  Milles,  when  Bernard 
Astley  should  attain  the  age  of  tWenty-one  years ; 
and  to  pay  the  other  moiety  of  the  5,000/.  to  Richard 
Astley,  another  of  the  sons  of  Sir  Edward  and  Lady 
Astley,  when  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  with  benefit  of  Survivorship  in  case  either  of 
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iiiom  ibonld  die  before  hei  attained  bia  age  of  twenty^ 
ai»e  years;  and^  in  ease  they  sbould  both  die  betbrei  tbey 
attained  that  age,  tfaep  to  pay  the  last-meiitionQd  mam 
of  5,000/,  to  Edward  Join  Astki/,  Uetiry  Jiicbeih0 
Axtle^^  and  William  Coke  Asiley^  three  other  Sona  of  Sir 
Edtpard  and  Lady  Jstley,  in  equal  shares^  mhm  they 
ahould  respectively  attain  the  age  of  tweoty-ione  yeartf 
with  benefit  of  Survivorship  in  case  any  of  them  should 
die  under  that  age ;  and  also  to  place  out  at  Interest, 
in  like  manner,  the  sum  of  5,000/.^  the  vemaining 
part  of  the  last-mentioned  lo^ooo/.,  and  pay^to  Lady 
Afiley,  the  Interest  and  Dividends  thereof,  during  her 
U£^ ;  and,  after  her  decease,  to  pay  the  last  mentioned 
5,000/.  also  to  Edward  John  Astley,  Henry  Nidioki 
Astley,  and  William  Coke  Astley,  in  equal  shares,  when 
they  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty^^one  years,  with 
benefit  of  Survivorship  in  case  any  of  them  should  die 
before  they  attained  that  age ;  and,  in  case  they  should 
all  die  before  they  attained  that  age,  to  pay  the  last- 
mentioned  sum  of  5,000 /« to  Bernard  Asiley  and  Richard 
Jstley,  in  equal  ahares,  when  they  sbould  attain  their 
ages  of  twenty-one  years^  with  benefit  of  SmrvivcMnbip 
as  before  stated ;  and,  in  case  Bernard  Astley,  JUciofd 
Astley,  Edward  John  Astlej/,  Henry  Nicholas  Astky^v^ni 
William  Coke  Astley  should  all  die  before  they  should  1^ 
tain  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  yeai^,t.o  pay  the 
two  Iast*mentioned  sums  of  5,000  /.,  and  5,000  /.  to  Lady 
Astley t  her  l^xecutors,  Administrators  and  Assigos. 


The  Leases  of  the  Rectovy  and  Hereditaments,  he- 
<}tteathed  by  the  Will  of  Richard  Warner,  were,  finom 
^e  to  time«  during  the  life  of  the  first-nane4  M0y 
Millety  renewed  in  her  name. 
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Mary  MiUei  died  in  or  about  the  month  of  October 
1781,  leaving  Richard  Milles^  her  eldest  Son  and  Heir 
^ale  of  her  body*  her  surviving.  After  her  deceasei  the 
l4eases  of  the  Rectory  and  Hereditaments  were,  from 
time  to  time,  renewed  in  the  name  of  Richard  Milles, 
and,  particularly  by  an  Indenture  dated  the  3d  of  June 
180O;  whereby  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Norwich  did, 
on  the  surrender  of  the  then  existing  Lease,  demise, 
unto  Richard  Milles,  the  Site  of  the  Rectory  of  North 
Elmham,  and  certain  Lands,  Tithes  and  Hereditaments 
therein  described  (being  parcel  of  the  Leasehold  Here-' 
ditaments  bequeathed  by  the  Will  of  Richard  Warner)  to 
jflichardMilfeSfbv  twenty-one  years ;  and  also,  by  another 
Indenture,  bearing  even  date  with  the  last  Indenture^ 
whereby  the  Dean  and  Chapter  did,  on  the  surrender 
of  the  then  existing  Lease,  demise,  to  Richard  Mille$, 
certain  Lands  and  Hereditaments  in  Gateltf  and  Col" 
kirk,  in  the  County  of  Norfolk,  being  the  remainder  of 
the  Leasehold  Premises  bequeathed  as  before  described, 
except  a  Wood  in  Gately,  and  one  Grovite  there,  and  one 
other  Grovite  in  Colkirk ;  to  hold  the  same,  except  as  there- 
in excepted,  unto  Richard  Milles  for  twenty-one  years. 
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By  an  Indenture,  dated  the  30th  of  September  iSoi^ 
and  enrolled  as  the  Law  requires  for  Conveyances  of 
Estates  sold  to  purchase  or  redeem  the  Land  Tax,  and 
made  between  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  the  first  part,  two 
of  the  Commissioners  for  the  redemption  and  sale  of  the 
Land  Tax  of  the  second  part,  Richard  Milles  of  the  third 
part,  and  Thomas  Wodehouse,  Esq.  of  the  fourth  part,. 
«fter  reciting  that  the  Dean  and  Chapter  being  desirous 
of  availing  themselves  of  the  Powers  which,  by  certain 
Acts  passed  for  the  redemption  and  purchase  of  Land 
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Tax/  were  given'  to  Bodies  Corporate  and  Companies, 
enabling  them  to  sell  a  competent  part  of  their  Manors:^ 
Messuages,  Lands,  Tenements  and  Hereditaments,  for 
redeeming  or  purchasing  their  Land  Tax,  had  agreed  to 
sell  to  Richard  Milles  the  Site  of  the  Rectory  or  Parson- 
age, Lands,  Tenements  and  Hereditaments  thereinafter 
described,  for  6,967 /.  io$.\d, (exclusive  of 562 /.  7 $.  3d., 
the  value  of  the  full  grown  Timber  growing  thereon,)  and 
which  two  sums  amounted  to  the  sum  of  6,529  /.  1 7  5.  4  if . 
and  that  the  Commissionere  had  agreed  to  confirm  such 
Contract,  and  that  Ruhard Milleshsid  redeemed  the  Land 
Tax  of  the  Estates  with  his  own  Money ;  it  was  wit^ 
nessed  that,  in  consideration  of  562  /.  7  5.  3  d.,  paid  by 
Richard  Milks  to  the  Dean  and  Chapter,  in  discharge 
of  the  costs  and  expenses  attending  Sales  made  by  the 
Dean  and  Chapter  for  the  redemption  of  their  Land 
Tax;  and  in  consideration  of  5,967/.  105.  id.,  by 
Richard  Milles,  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England  to  be 
placed  to  the  account  of  the  Commissioners  for  the  re- 
demption of  the  National  Debt,  the  Dean  and  Chapter 
did,  in  exercise  of  the  powers  vested  in  them  by  the 
several  Acts  therein  referred  to,  convey,  and  the  Com- 
missioners did  confirm,  unto  Thomas  Wodehouse,  and 
•his  Heirs,  the  Site  of  the  Rectory  or  Parsonage,  Lands, 
Tenements  and  Hereditaments,  comprised  in  the  Leases, 
and  also  the  Woods,  Lands  and  Hereditaments  excepted 
out  of  the  last -mentioned  Lease,  upon  Trust  to  convey 
the  same  to  the  uses  expressed  in  the  next  stated  In- 
dentures. 


By  Indentures  of  Lease  and  Release,  dated  the  ist 
and  2d  of  October  1801,  the  Release  made  between 
Thomas  Wodehouse  of  the  first  part,  Richard  Milles  of 
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the  second  part,  the  Commissioners  of  the  third  part,  1827. 

and  LewU  Thomas  Waison  Lord  Sondes  of  the  fourth     " — ""^ ' 

part ;  after  reciting  that  Milles  was  desirous  that  the        Astley 
immediate  Estates  and  Interests  in  the  Hereditaments  **' 

and  Premises  under  the  subsisting  Leases  thereof^  as  -^  ,, 
well  as  the  Reversions  in  Fee  expectant  thereon,  and 
also  the  Woods,  Lands  and  Hereditaments  excepted 
put  of  the  last-mentioned  Lease,  but  purchased  by 
Milles  as  aforesaid,  might  be  charged  with  the  re-pay- 
ment to  him  of  the  Purchase  Money  and  Interest,  and 
that,  subject  to  such  charge,  the  same  Woods,  Lands 
and  Hereditaments,  as  well  as  the  Reversion  of  the 
Leasehold  Hereditaments,  might  be  conveyed  in  man- 
ner after-mentioned  ;  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  directions  contained  in  the  Acts  therein 
mentioned  for  the  redemption  and  sale  of  the  Land 
Tax,  Thomas  Wodehouse  conveyed,  to  Lord  Sondes  and 
his  Heirs,  the  Rectory  and  Parsonage  and  other  Here- 
ditaments comprised  in  the  last  Indenture,  to  the  use 
of  Lord  Sondes,  his  Executors,  Administrators  and 
Assigns,  for  1,000  years,  and,  subject  thereto,  to  and 
for  such  of  the  uses,  trusts  and  purposes  expressed  in 
the  Will  of  Richard  Warner,  concerning  his  Freehold 
Estates  thereby  devised  to  his  Daughter  Mart/  Milles 
with  such  Remainder  over  as  aforesaid,  and  lyhich  pre- 
cede the  Limitations  to  the  Heirs  Male  of  her  body,  as 
were  then  capable  of  taking  effect ;  and,  after  the  deter- 
mination of  the  said  several  Lives  and  Estates  then 
subsisting,  which  preceded  the  Limitation  to  the  Heirs 
Male  of  the  body  of  Marj/  Milles,  then  to  the  use  of 
the  Heirs  Male  of  the  body  of  Mary  Milles,  and,  for 
default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  the  right  Heirs  of 
Richard  Warner  for  ever,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  ces- 
ser of  the  term  of  1,000  years,  in  case  the  Person  or 
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Persons  who  should,  for  the  time  being,  be  entitled 
to  the  Premises  subject  to  that  term,  should  pay  to 
Richard  UUles,  his  Executors,  Administrators  and  As- 
signs, the  Sum  of  6,529/.  175.  4^.,  with  Interest,  on 
the  2d  of  April  then  next:  provided  that  the  Persons 
who  should,  from  time  to  time,  be  entitled  to  the  RenU 
of  the  Hereditaments  thereby  released,  subject  to  the 
term  of  1 ,000  years,  should  be  charged  with  the  Pay- 
ment of  the  Interest  of  6,529/.  17  5.  4  d.  which  shouM 
accrue  during  his  Estate  in  the  same  Hereditaments, 
and  that  no  greater  arrear  than  one  year  should  be  reco- 
verable against  any  Person  who  should  become  entitled 
in  remainder,  for  Interest  accrued  during  the  Estate  or 
Term  of  any  person  entitled  to  any  preceding  Estate  in 
the  Premises;  and  that  Richard  Milks,  his  Executors 
and  Administrators,  should,  from  thenceforth,  stand 
possessed  of  the  Premises,  demised  to  him  by  the  two 
Leases  of  the  3d  of  June  1800,  in  the  first  place,  as  a 
security  to  him  for  the  payment  of  the  6,529  /.  ijs.  4d, 
and  Interest,  and,  subject  thereto,  upon  and  for  such 
trusts  and  purposes  as  the  same  Premises  were  then 
liable  to  in  manner  before  mentioned. 


The  Act  of  Parliament  by  virtue  of  which  the  Com- 
missioners were  made  directing  Parties  to  the  last-men- 
tioned Indenture,  was  the  39th  Geo.  3.  c.  108 ;  by  the' 
8th  section  of  which  it  is  enacted  that,  where  the  Re- 
version of  any  Manors,  Messuages,  Lands,  Tenements  or 
other  Hereditaments,  holden  under  any  Body  Politic  or 
Corporate,  or  Company,  as  therein  mentioned,  by' virtue 
of  any  Lease  for  one  or  more  Life  or  Lives,  or  fof 
years  absolute  or  determinable  on  the  dropping  of  on^ 
or  more  Life  or  Lives,  or  by  copy  of  Court  Roll,  or 
Customary  Tenure  for  Life  or  Lives,  should  be  pUf- 
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ebased  under  the  powers  of  the  same  Act,  or  of  any 
Acts  therein  mentioned,  by  or  with  the  Money  of  the 
Persons  for  the  time  being  beneficially  entitled  to  the 
Rents  and  Profits  thereof;  and  where  such  Lease  or 
Leases  should  be  subject  to  any  Will  or  Settlettietit,  s^ 
that  such  Person  should  not,  at  the. time  of  purchasing 
the  Reversion  thereof,  be  entitled  to  the  absolute  In- 
terest under  such  Lease  or  Leases,  then  the  Reverdion 
should  be  settled,  under  the  direction  of  the  Commis-' 
sioners  appointed  as  therein  mentioned^  in  such  manner 
as  that  the  amount  of  the  Money  paid  for  purchase 
thereof^  with  lawful  Interest,  might  be  a  charge  on  such 
Reversion  for  the  benefit  of  the  Persons  advancing  the 
same,  their  Executors,  Administrators  or  Assigns;  and 
that,  subject  thereto,  the  Fee-simple  of  such  Manors, 
Messuages,  Lands,  Tenements  or  other  Hereditaments, 
should  be  settled,  under  the  like  direction,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Persons  so  purchasing  the  same,  and  of  such 
other  Persons  as  would  have  been  entitled,  under  such 
Will  or  Settlement,  to  the  benefit  of  any  renewed  Lease 
or  Leases  for  the  time  being,  and  so  as  to  be  enjoyed 
by  them  for  such  respective  Estates  and  Interests  as, 
considering  the  alteration  of  the  Tenure,  should  appear 
to  the  Commissioners  most  correspondent  with  the  in* 
tention  of  such  Will  or  Settlement :  provided  that  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  Commissioners  to  direct  an* 
application  to  be  made  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in 
a  summary  way,  for  obtaining  direction  as  to  the  mode 
of  settling  any  such  Reversion,  where  the  case  should 
appear  to  them  to  be  attended  with  difficulty. 

By  an  Indenture,  dated  the  dist  of  June  1808, 
indorsed  upon  the  before-stated  Deed  Poll,  and  made 
between  Maty  Milles,   Daughter  of  the  first-named 
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Martf  MilleSf  of  the  first  part,  Richard  MUla^  of  tho 
second  part,  and  William  Deedes,  Esquire,  of  the  third 
pait,  after  stating  that  the  first-named  Marif  Milles  bad 
departed  this  life,  and  that  Mary  MilleSf  Pgrty  thereto, 
would,  under  the  appointment  contained  in  the  Deed 
Poll,  become  entitled,  afler  the  deceases  of  Richard 
MUles  and  John  Milles^  and  after  failure  of  Issue  Male 
of  their  respective  bodies,  to  the  principal  Sum  of 
10,000/.  to  be  raised  as  therein  mentioned,  with  Inte< 
rest  at  four  per  cent  per  annum,  to  be  computed  from 
the  decease  of  the  Survivor  of  Richard  Milles  and  John 
Milles,  or  from  the  time  of  the  failure  of  such  Issue 
Male«  and  that  Mary  Milles,  Party  thereto,  had  agreed, 
with  Richard  Milles,  for  the  Sale  to  him  of  her  Interest 
in  the  lo^ooo/.  and  all  Interest  to  accrue  thereon,  for 
the  Sum  of  5,250/.  and  that  Richard  Milles  was 
desirous  that  the  same  should  be  assigned  to  Deedet 
upon  the  Trusts  thereinafter  expressed^  Mary  Millet 
assigned  to  Deedes  the  said  Sum  of  10,000/.,  together 
with  all  Interest  that  should  accrue  thereon,  upon  Trust 
to  dispose  of  the  same  unto  such  Persons,  in  such  Shares 
as  Richard  Milles  should,  by  any  Deed  under  his  Hand 
and  Seal,  to  be  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  Wit- 
nesses, or  by  his  Will,  attested  in  like  manner,  direct; 
and,  in  default  thereof,  in  Trust  for  Richard  Milles^  his 
Executors,  Administrators  and  Assigns^ 


John  Milles,  in  or  about  the  month  of  October  1810, 
€old  to  Richard  Milles  the  5,000  /.  by  the  Deed  Poll 
appointed,  by  the  first-named  Mary  Milles,  to  ,1^  ]>aid 
to  the  Executors,  Administrators  and  Assigns  of  him, 
John  Milles,  in  the  events  before  mentioned,  together 
with  all  Interest  that  should  accrue  thereon,  for  3,333/* 
and  the  same  was  assigned  by  John  Milles  to 
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Deedes,  in  Trast  for  Bdchard  Milks,  by  an  Indenture 
dated  the  12th  of  October  1810,  indorsed  upon  the 
Deed  Poll,  similar,  in  point  of  form,  to  the  last-stated 
Indenture. 

William  Coke  Astky  died  under  age,  leaving  Henry 
Nicholas  Astley  and  Edward  John  Astley  him  surviving, 
who  both  lived  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

In  January  1817,  Henry  Nicholas  Astley  sold,  to 
Richard  Milles,  the  2,500/.  (to  which  he  was  entitled, 
in  the  events  before  mentioned,  under  the  appointment 
made  by  the  first-named  Mary  Milles  by  the  Deed 
Poll,)  together  with  all  Interest  that  should  accrue 
thereon,  for  1,992/.  105.;  and  the  same  was  assigned, 
by  Henry  Nicholas  Astley,  to  William  Deedes,  in  Trust 
for  Richard  Milles,  by  an  Indenture  dated  the  28th  of 
January  1817,  indorsed  upon  the  Deed  Poll,  and 
similar,  in  all  respects,  to  the  two  last  Indentures. 

Neither  Bichard  Milles  nor  John  Milles  had  any 
Issue  Male.  Bichard  Milles  had  Issue  one  Daughter 
only,  Mary  Elizabeth  Milles;  who,  in  November  1785, 
intermarried  with  Letois  Thomas  Lord  Sondes,  since 
deceased,  by  whom  she  had  issue  four  Sons  and 
two  Daughters.  Lady  Sondes  died,  in  September  1818^ 
leaving  Letois  Richard  Lord  Sondes  her  eldest  Son  and 
Heir-at-Law,  and  Heir  of  her  body.  John  Milles  died 
previously  to  the  execution  of  the  next-mentioned 
Indentures. 
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By  Indentures  of  Lease  and  Release,  dated  the  24th 
and  25th  of  November  1818,  the  Release  made  between 
Richard  Milles,  of  the  first  part,  Lewis  Richard  Lord 
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Sondes,  of  the  second  part,  nunnasAtkinMoH,GeD!L,  of  die 
third  party  and  Ihunas  Starr,  Gent.,  of  the  fourth  part, 
after  reciting  that,  by  Indentures  of  Lease  and  Release  of 
the  13th  and  14th  of  December  1773,  and  by  a  com- 
mon Recovery  suffered  in  pursuance  of  an  Agreement 
contained  in  the  said  Indenture  of  Release,  and  a 
declaration  of  the  Uses  of  that  Recovery  contained  in 
the  same  Indenture,  and  by  reason  of  the  determina- 
tion or  failure  of  divers  Estates,  Uses  and  Interests 
limited  or  created  by  the  same  Indenture,  the  Manors, 
Messuages,  Advowsons,  Farms,  Lands,  Tenements  and 
Hereditaments  thereinbefore  mentioned  to  be  com- 
prised in  the  same  Indentures  of  I^ease  and  Release 
and  Recovery,  then  stood  limited  to  the  use  of  Richard 
Milks  and  his  Assigns,  for  life,  with  Remainder  to  the 
use  of  his  first  and  other  Sons,  successively,  according 
to  the  priority  of  their  births,  in  tail  male;  with  Remain- 
der to  John  Wodehouse  and  Letois  Cage,  for  500  years, 
upon  certain  Trusts  declared  of  the  same  term,  being 
Trusts  for  raising,  after  the  deceases  of  Mary  Milles, 
Richard  MilltSj  and  John  Milles,  (who  was  then  since 
dead  without  Issue),  and  after  failure  of  issue  male  of 
Richard  Milles  and  John  Milles,  the  sum  of  25,000  2. 
to  be  paid  to  such  Persons,  at  such  times,  and  in  such 
shares,  manner  and  form  as  Mary  Milles  should,  by 
Deed  or  Will,  to  be  by  her  sealed  and  delivered  in  the 
presence  of  two  or  more  credible  Witnesses,  direct  or 
appoint,  being  a  sum  of  25,000  /.  of  which  an  appoint- 
ment was  made  by  Mary  Milles,  by  a  Deed  Poll,  dated 
the  24th  of  October  1775;  with  Remainder  to  Lewis 
Richard  Lord  Sondes  in  tail,  as  being  the  eldest 
Son  of  Mary  Elizabeth  Milles,  afterwards  the  Wife  of 
Lewis  Thomas  Lord  Sondes,  and  who  was  the.  only 
Daughter  of  Richard  Milles ;  with  divers  Remainders 
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over;  and,  after  recitiDg  that  there  was  no  Issue  Male 
of  Richard  Milles,  nor  any  probability  of  any  Issue  Male 
of  him,  and  that  Richard  Milles  agreed  to  purchase,  of 
Lems  RichardLotd  Sondes,  the  benefit  of  the  Remainder 
in  Tail  of  Lord  Sondes  in  the  Manors  and  other  Hereditar 
ments,  and  that  the  Price  to  be  paid  for  the  same  Remain- 
der in  Tail,  or  reversionary  Interest,  and  of  a  Recovery 
to  be  suffered  to  bar  the  same  Entail  and  the  Remainders 
expectant  thereon,  was  42,000/.:  it  was  witnessed  that, 
in  consideration  of  42,000/.  to  Lewis  Richard  Lord 
Sondes,  paid  by  Richard  Milks,  for  the  purchase  of  the 
Estate  and  Interest  of  Lewis  Richard  Lord  Sondes  in  the 
Manor,  Messuages  and  other  Hereditaments  thereinafter 
released,  Richard  Milles  conveyed,  and  Lord  Sondes 
conveyed  and  confirmed  to  Thomas  Atkinson,  his  Heirs 
and  Assigns,  the  aforesaid  Manor,  Advowson  and 
Hereditaments,  to  the  intent  that  a  Common  Recovery 
might  be  suffered  thereof,  which  should  enure  to  con- 
firm all  Estates  and  Interests  which  were  limited,  by 
the  thereinbefore  recited  Indentures  of  Lease  and 
Release,  prior  to  the  Estate  Tail  then  or  then  lately 
vested  in  Lewis  Richard  Lord  Sondes,  and  to  all  Powers 
annexed  or  collateral  to  the  ^same  Estates  and  Inte- 
rests, and  to  all  Estates,  Interests  and  Charges  which 
bad  been  created  by  virtue  of  the  same  Powers,  and 
were  then  subsisting;  and,  subject  thereto,  to  the  use 
of  Richard  Milles,  his  Heirs  and  Assigns  for  ever. 
A  Conmion  Recovery  was  accordingly  suffered  as  of 
Michaelmas  Term,  59th  Geo.  3. 
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Richard  Milles,  by  his  Will  dated  the  2d  of  December 
1818,  gave  all  his  Manors,  Farms,  Tenements  and 
Hereditaments,  in  North  Elmham,  Gately,  Colkirk, 
Beetley  and  Stanfield,  and  elsewhere,  in  the  County  of 
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Noffolk,  and  also  the  Sit6  of  the  Rectory  and  Par- 
sonage,  and  the  Advowson  to  the  Vicarage  or  Church 
of  Elmham,  subject^  as  to  the  said  Manors  and  EstateSi 
to  such  Charges  and  Incumbrances  as  might  be  charged 
thereon  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  to  the  Honourable 
George  Wation,  senior,  and  Sir  Henry  Oxenden,  Bart,  for 
500year8  from  his  decease,  and,  subject  thereto,  to  the  Use 
of  his  Grandson,  the  Honourable  George  John  Waisom, 
during  his  life,  with  Remainder  to  Trustees  to  preserve 
contingent  Remainders ;  with  Remainder  to  the  first  and 
other  Sons  of  his  said  Grandson,  successively,  in  Tail 
Male;  with  Remainder  to  the  use  of  the  Testator's  Grand- 
son, the  Honourable  Henry  Watson,  during  his  life,  with 
Remainders  to  Trustees  to  preserve  contingent  Remain- 
ders ;  with  Remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other 
Sons  of  his  last-named  Grandson,  in  tail-male;  with 
Remainder  to  the  Testator's  Grandson,  the  Honourable 
Richard  Watson,  during  his  Ufe  ;  with  Remainder  to  the 
same  Trustees  to  preserve  contingent  Remainders;  with 
Remainder  to  the  first  and  other  Sons  of  RkhardWat$on, 
in  tail-male ;  with  Remainder  to  the  second  and  every 
other  Son,  other  than  an  eldest  Son,  of  his  Ghrand- 
daughter,  Mary  Grace  Lady  Palmer,  for  life ;  with 
Remainder  to  the  same  Trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
Remainders;  with  Remainder  to  the  first  and  every  other 
Son  of  such  second  and  every  other  Son,  other  than  a 
first  and  eldest  Son  as  aforesaid,  successively,  in  tail- 
male  ;  and,  in  default  of  such  Issue,  to  the  use  of  his,  the 
Testator's,  Grand-daughter,  the  Honourable  Catharine 
Watson,  for  her  life ;  with  Remainder  to  the  same  Trus* 
tees  to  preserve  contingent  Remainders;  vrith  Remainder 
to  the  second  and  every  other  Son,  other  than  and  ex- 
cept a  first  and  eldest  Son,  of  the  body  of  his  Grand- 
daughter  Catharine,  successively,  in  tail-male;  with 
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Remainder  to  his,  the  Testator's,  Nephew,  the  Reverend 
Henry  Nicholas  Astley,  for  his  life;  with  Remainder  to 
the  same  Trustees  to  preserve  contingent  Remainders ; 
with  Remainder  to  the  first  and  every  other  Son  of  his 
said  Nephew,  then  begotten,  successively,  in  tail-male ; 
with  Remainder  to  the  right  Heirs  of  his  Nephew  Henry 
Nicholas  AsiUyi  and  the  Testator  declared  that  the 
term  of  £00  years  was  limited  to  the  Trustees  upon 
Trust  to  raise  and  pay  the  several  Legacies  therein  be- 
queathed to  his  Orand*daughter  Mary  Grace  Lady 
Palmer^  Sir  John  Henry  Palmer,  his  Grand-daughter 
Catharine  Watson,  the  Children  of  his  Grand-daughter 
LaAf  Palmer,  his  Sister  the  last-named  Mary  Milks, 
and  his  Nephew  Henry  Nicholas  Astley,  with  a  proviso 
for  the  cesser  of  the  term  on  the  Trusts  thereof  being 
performed  :  and  the  Testator  directed  the  Tenants  for 
Life,  and  all  the  other  Persons  who  should  successively 
come  into  possession  of  the  Manors  and  Hereditaments 
thereby  devised,  to  assume  the  Name  and  Arms  of 
Milks  only,  within  six  months  after  his  death,  on  pain 
pf  forfeiting  the  Estates  limited  to  them  respectively  : 
and  he  appointed  his  Wife,  Mary  Elizabeth  Milks,  sole 
Executrix  and  Residuary  Legatee  of  his  Will. 

By  Indentures  of  Lease  and  Release,  dated  the  2gth 
and  30th  of  January  1 8 1  g,  made  between  Bdchard  Milks 
of  the  first  part,  George  Stillyard  King  of  the  second 
part,  and  Thomas  Starr  of  the  third  part  (the  Release 
reciting  that  Richard  MiUes  bad  determined  to  suffer  a 
Recovery  of  the  Messuage  and  Rectory  purchased  of 
the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Norwich,  comprising  the 
Hereditaments  formerly  Leasehold  devised  by  Richard 
Warner,  and  to  limit  the  same  to  himself  in  fee,  dis«- 
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charged  of  all  Estates  Tail)  and  by  a  Recorery  duly  sof' 
fered  accordingly,  the  last-mentioned  Hereditamenti 
were  conveyed  and  assured  to  the  use  of  Richard  Milla 
in  Fee. 

Richard  Milks,  made  a  Codicil,  dated  the  17th  Fe- 
bruary 1820,  and,  after  stating  that,  since  making  his 
Will,  he  had  suffered  a  Recovery  of  certain  Messuages^ 
Lands  and  Tenements  in  North  Elmham,  Gatefy  and 
Colkirk,  in  Nojfolk,  and  also  of  the  Site  of  the  Reo> 
tory  and  Parsonage  of  North  Elmham,  which  he  pur- 
chased of  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Norwich,  and  that, 
by  the  Deed  to  suffer  the  said  Recovery,  the  Fee  of  the 
Premises  was  vested  in  him,  and  he  did,  by  that  Codicil^ 
give  the  said  Hereditaments  and  Premises  so  purchased 
by  him,  unto  the  Honourable  GeoTge  TFo/son;  senior,  and 
Sir  Henrjf  Oxenden,  Bart.,  the  Trustees  in  his  Will 
named,  for  the  term  of  500  years,  and,  subject  thereto, 
to  the  use  of  his,  the  Testator's,  Grandson,  the  Honour- 
able George  John  Watson,  during  his  life,  and,  after  the 
determination  of  that  Estate,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and 
every  other  Son  of  his  said  Grandson,  successively,  in 
tail-male,  with  Remainders  over  to  such  and  the  same 
Persons,  and  to  and  for  such  uses,  estates  and  purposes 
as  he  had,  by  his  Will,  devised  his  Manors  and  all 
other  his  Estates  in  Norfolk. 


Richard  Milles  died,  in  September  1 820,  leaving  JLetcw 
Richard  Lord  Sondes  his  eldest  Grandson  and  Heir-at- 
Law ;  and,  after  his  decease,  Mary  Elizabeth  Milles,  his 
Widow,  proved  his  Will.  George  John  Watson  assumed 
the  Name  and  Arms  of  Milies  only,  as  directed  by  the 
Will. 
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Martf  Elizabeth  Milles  made  her  Will,  dated  the  gth 
November  1820,  and  thereby,  amongst  other  Legacies, 
left  200  /.  to  the  Plaintiff,  Mary  Ann  Elizabeth  Astley  ; 
and  she  also  left  Legacies,  altogether  to  a  large  amount, 
to  the  Defendants,  Henry  Nicholas  Astley,  Mary  Grace 
Lady  Palmer,  and  her  Grandchildren  Henry  Watson, 
Richard  fVaison,  Catharine  Watson,  and  George  John 
MilleSf^nd  appointed  the  said  George  John  Milles  her 
Executor  and  Residuary  Legatee.  Mary  Elizabeth  Milles 
died  in  September  1823 '  ^^^9  after  her  decease,  George 
John  Milles  proved  her  Will. 


3^5 

11J27. 

• y ' 

Astley 

.V. 
MlLLSS 

and  otberft. 


The  Bill,  after  stating  to  the  effect  aforesaid,  alleged 
that  the  10,000  /.  by  the  Deed  Poll  appointed  by  the 
first-named  Mary  Milles  to  be  paid  to  Mary  Milks,  the 
Daughter,  and  by  her  sold  and  assigned  to  Richard 
Milles,  and  the  5,000  /.  in  like  manner  appointed  to  be 
paid  to  the  Executors,  Administrators  and  Assigns  of 
John  Milles,  and  by  him  sold  and  assigned  to  Richard 
Milles,  and  also  the  2,500/.,  part  of  the  10,000/.,  in 
like  manner  appointed  to  be  paid  to  Hetiry  Lee  Warner 
and  John  Astley,  in  Trust  as  aforesaid,  to  which  Henry 
Nicholas  Astley  would  have  been  entitled,  and  which 
was  by  him  sold  and  assigned  to  Richard  Milles,  and 
the  6,529  /.  1 7  s.  4  d,,  by  the  term  of  1 ,000  years,  created 
by  the  Indentures  of  Lease  and  Release  of  the  1st  and 
2d  October  1801,  secured  to  be  paid  to  Richard  Milles 
as  before  mentioned,  formed  part  of  his  Personal  Estate 
at  the  time  of  his  decease;  and  that  Mart/  Elizabeth 
Milles,  his  Widow,  became  entitled  thereto  as  Residuary 
Legatee  named  in  his  Will^  and  that  the  same  Sums  of 
Money,  with  the  Interest  due  thereon,  formed  part  of  the 
Personal  Estate  of  Mary  Elizabeth  Milles  at  the  time 
of  her  decease  :   That  Richard  Milles,  in  his  life-time, 
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always  considered  those  Sums  as  part  of  his  Personal 
Estate,  and  Mary  EKzabeth  Milles  also,  in  her  life-tisfte, 
always  considered  them  and  the  Interest  dae  thereon 
as  part  of  her  Personal  Estate,  and,  at  the  time  of  making 
her  Will,  calculated  upon  those  Sums  and  the  Interest 
due  thereon  for  the  payment  of  the  Legacies  given  by 
her  Will ;  and  that  her  Personal  Estate,  independenify 
of  those  Sums  and  the  Interest  due  thereon,  was,  at 
the  time  of  making  her  Will  and  of  her  death,  wholly 
insufficient  for  the  payment  of  the  Legacies  given  by 
her  Will :  That  Mary  Milles,  the  Sister  of  Sdciard 
MilleSfdied  after  his  decease,  having  made  her  WiU,  dated 
the  11th  of  May  1816,  and  thereby  appointed  Edward 
William  Carry  Astley  and  the  said  Richard  MUles  Ex- 
ecutors thereof;  and  that,  since  her  decease,  Edtoard 
WilKam  Cony  Astley  had  proved  her  Will :  That  Lewis 
Thomas  Lord  Sondes  died  many  years  ago,  having,  in 
his  life-time,  made  his  Will,  dated  the  2d  of  May  1803, 
and  thereby  appointed  the  Honourable  George  Waison, 
senior,  and  the  Honourable  Henry  Watson,  Executors 
thereof,  who  since  his  decease  had  proved  his  Will : 
That  the  Defendants  Lewis  Henry  Palmer,  Geoffrey  Pal- 
mer, Theodosia  Mary  Palmer,  Charlotte  Palmer,  Grace 
Palmer,  and  George  John  Palmer,  were  the  only  Children 
of  Mary  Grace  Lady  Palmer,  and  that  Catharine  Wataon 
was  then  unmarried :  that  Dame  Ann  Astley,  Wife  of  Sir 
Edward  Astley,  died  many  years  ago  :  That  Lewis  Cage 
died,  some  years  ago,  leaving  John  Lord  Wodehouse  him 
surviving,  and  that  he  (Lord  Wodehouse)  had,  since  the 
decease  of  Richard  Milles,  raised  and  paid,  or  was  imr 
mediately  about  to  raise  and  pay,  by  the  means  directed 
by  the  Indentures  of  the  13th  and  14th  of  December 
1 773,  the  10,000  /.,  by  the  Deed  Poll  of  the  24th  October 
1 775,  by  the  first-named  Mary  Milles,  directed  to  be 
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paid  to  Henry  Lee  Wanner  and  John  AUley^  upon  Trust 
as  in  the  Deed  Poll  nientioned,  with  the  Interest  there- 
on,  except  the  2^500 /.,  part  of  the  last-mentioned 
lo>0oo  2.,  to  which  Henry  Nicholas  Astley  would  have 
been  entitled  as  aforesaid,  and  which  was  by  him  sold 
and  assigned  to  Richard  Milks,  as  before  mentioned  : 
That  John  Astley  died,  many  years  ago,  leaving  Henry 
JLee  Warner  him  surviving,  who  afterwards  died,  having 
appointed  Daniel  Henry  Lee  Warner  his  Executor :  That 
George  John  Milks  had  Issue  one  Son  only,  George  Watson 
Milks,  who  was  the  first  Tenant  in  Tail  of  the  Estates 
devised  by  Richard  Milks:  That  the  10,000  L,  5,000  L, 
3,500  /.,  as  also  the  6,539  /.  17 1.  4  d.  ought  to  be  raised 
and  paid  to   George  John  Milks,  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  him,  by  that  means  and  the  other  Estates  and 
Effects  of  Mary  Elizabeth  Milks,  to  pay  the  Legacies 
given  by  her  Will.    The  fiill  charged  that  Uiese  Sums 
formed  part  of  the  Personal  Estate  of  Richard  Milles, 
at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  that  Mary  Elixabeth 
JkKtfes  became  entitled  thereto  as  his  Residuary  Legatee, 
and  that  the  same  were  always  considered  by  Richard 
MUks  as  part  of  his  Personal  Estate  down  to  the  time 
of  his  decease :  That  the  words  in  his  Will :  **  Subject, 
as  to  my  Manors  and  Estates,  to  such  Chaises  and  In- 
cumbrances as  may  be  charged  thereon  at  the  time  of 
my  decease,^'  had  an  express  reference  to  such  <^  the 
said  Sums  of  Money  as  were  charged  on  the  Manors 
and  Estates  comprised  in  his  Will :  That  Mary  Elizabeth 
Milks  always  considered  those  Sums  as  part  of  her  Per- 
sonal Estate ;  that  she  calculated  those  Sums  as  part  of 
her  Personal  Estate  in  giving  the  Legacies  given  by  her 
WiU,  for  the  payment  of  which  her  other  Personal 
Estate  and  Effects  at  the  time  of  making  her  Will^  and 
of  her  death,  were  wholly  inadequate :  That  several  of 
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the  Legacies^  given  by  her  Will  were  given  to  George 
John  Millesy  and  others  of  the  Parties  Defendants  there- 
to, who,  under  the  Will  and  Codicil  of  Richard  MiUes, 
were  entitled  to  Estates  and  Interests  in  the  Heredita- 
ments charged  with  those  Sums  of  Money:  That,  in  case 
those  Sams  did  not  form  part  of  the  Personal  Estate 
of  Richard  Milles,  and  Mary  Elizabeth  Milks  did  not 
become  entitled  thereto  as  his  Residuary  Estate,  yet, 
by  reason  of  her  considering  herself  entitled  to  such 
Sums,  and  the  Interest  thereon,  and  her  intention  to  dis- 
pose of  and  her  having  disposed  of  the  same  by  her  WiD, 
George  John  Milles,  and  such  other  Persons  as  afore- 
said, ought  to  be  put  to  their  election  whether  to  take 
under  the  Will  of  Mary  Elizabeth  Milles  or  against  it;  and 
that,  in  case  they  elected  to  take  under  the  Will,  then 
they  ought,  to  the  extent  of  their  respective  Estates  and 
Interests  in  the  Hereditaments  under  the  Will  and  Codicil 
of  Richard  Milles,  to  contihn  the  disposition  made  by 
Mary  Elizabeth  Milles  of  those  Sums.    The  Bill  prayed 
thatitmightbe  declared  that  the  10,000/.,  5,000/.,  2,500/., 
and  6,529  /.  1 7  5.  4  </.  formed  part  of  the  Personal  Estate 
of  Richard  Milles  at  his  decease,  and  that,  Maty  EUza^ 
beth  Milles,  his  Widow,  became  entitled  thereto,  as  the 
Residuary  Legatee  named  in  his  Will,  and  that  those 
Sums  might  be  raised  by  Sale  or  Mortgage  of  the  Here- 
ditaments comprised  in  the  term  of  500  years  created 
by  the  Indentures  of  the  13th  and  14th  of  December 
1773,  and  the  Common  Recovery  suffered  in  pursuance 
thereof,  and  by  Sale  or  Mortgage  of  the  Messuage 
or  Tenement,  Rectory  and  Hereditaments  comprised  in 
the  term  of  1,000  years,  created  by  the  Indentures  of 
the  1st  and  2d  of  October  1801  ;  and  that  those  Siims, 
when  so  raised,  might  be  paid  to  George  John  Milks, 
and  be,  by  him,  applied,  together  with  the  other  Personal 
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Estate  of  Mary  Elizabeth  Milks,  in  a  due  course  of 
administration ;  and,  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  those  Sums  did  not  form  part  of  the  Personal 
Estate  of  Richard  Milles,  and  that  his  Widow  did  not 
•become  entitled  thereto  as  the  Residuary  Legatee  named 
in  his  Will,  then  that  it  might  be  declared  that  Mary 
Elizabeth  Milles  intended  to  dispose  of  and  that  she  did, 
in  fact;  dispose  of  those  Sums  by  her  Will,  and  that  Oeorge 
John  Milles,  and  such  other  of  the  Defendants  as  were 
Legatees  named  in  her  Will  and  also  took  Interesta  under 
the  Will  and  Codicil  of  Richard  Milles  in  the  Heredita- 
ments charged  with  those  Sums,  ought  to  elect,  and  that 
they  might  be  put  to  elect  whether  to  take  under  the 
Will  of  Mary  Elizabeth  Milles  or  against  it ;  and,  in  case 
they  should  elect  to  take  under  her  Will,  then  that 
they  might  be  ordered,  to  the  extent  of  their  respective 
•Estates  in  those  Hereditaments,  to  confirm  the  disposi- 
tion, made  by  Mary  Elizabeth  Milles,  of  those  Sums  of 
Mohey ;  and,  in  case  they  elected  to  take  against  her 
Will,  then  that  they  might  be  ordered  to  give  up  all 
their  Interests  under  her  Will  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  other  Legatees  named  therein. 
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The  Defendant,  George  John  Milles,  by  his  Answer, 
denied  that  the  Sums  in  question  formed  part  of  Richard 
Milles^s  Personal  Estate  at  his  decease,  or  at  any  other 
time  subsequently  to  his  purchase  of  the  Remainder  in 
tail  of  the  Estates  from  Lewis  Richard  Lord  Sondes: 
and  he  submitted  that  those  Sums  had  become  merged  or 
extinguished  in  the  Inheritance  of  the  Hereditaments  ori- 
ginally charged  therewith  :  and  he  said  ih2±  Richard  Milles 
intended  that  they  should  be  extinguished  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  persons  entitled  to  the  Estates  charged  there- 
with :  That  the  words  in  Richard  Milles^s  Will,  particu- 
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larly  referred  to  in  the  Bill^  had  not  any  reference  to 
such  of  the  Sums  as  were  charged  on  the  TBflta^  c<mii- 
prised  in  his  Will,  but  referred^  wholly  or  principally,  to 
the  oharge  or  charges  to  the  extent  of  7^500  L,  part  of 
the  25^000  L,  which  was  not  purchased  by  Richard  MUles, 
as  also  to  the  particular  charges  to  which  the  Estate 
purchased  of  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Norwich  were 
made  subject^  under  the  Leases  thereof,  and  the  Con- 
veyance of  the  Reversion  thereof  by  the  Dean  and 
Chapter,  under  the  direction  of  the  Commissioners  :  he 
admitted  that  the  Personal  Estate  of  Mary  Elixabeth 
Milks,  independently  of  the  Sums  in  question,  w&e 
gready  inadequate  for  payment  of  the  Legacies  given 
by  her  Will,  and  that  she,  finding  that  her  right  to  those 
Sums  was  not  admitted,  determined  to  file  a  Bill  in  this 
Court  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  her  right  thereto, 
and  that  she  had  given  instructions  for  the  filing  of  such 
Bill,  and  that  the  Draft  was  prepared  and  would  have 
been  filed  if  she  had  not  died  at  the  time  she  did :  he 
also  admitted  that  several  of  the  Legacies  given  by  the 
Will  of  Mary  Elizabeth  Milks  to  him,  the  Defendant, 
and  to  others  of  the  Defendants  who  were  entitled, 
under  the  Will  and  Codicil  of  Richard  Milks,  to  Estates 
and  Interests  in  the  Hereditaments  charged  with  the 
Sums  of  Money ;  but  said  that  those  Defendants  ought 
not  to  be  put  to  their  election  whether  to  take  under  or 
against  the  WUl  of  Mary  Elizabeth  Milks. 


Mr.  Starr,  a  Solicitor,  who  was  one  of  the  Witnesses 
in  the  Cause,  deposed  that,  about  November  1818,  he 
was  professionally  concerned,  for  Richard  MiUes,  in  a 
Purchase  made  by  him  firom  Leuns  Richard:  Lord 
Sondes,  of  the  benefit  of  the  Remainder  in  tail  of  Lewis 
Richard  Lord  Sondes,  in  the  Manor  of  North  Elmiam^ 
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Nowen,  and  other  Manors  and  Estates  in  Norfolk 'j 
and  that,  in  estimating  the  gross  Value  of  such  benefit, 
a. Sum  of  25,000 2.,  which  was  considered  by  Mi/Z^sand 
Lord  Sondes,  as  a  Charge  upon  the  'Estates,  and  in 
which  Sum  the  Witness  believed  that  the  Sums  of 
10,000  2.  5,000 /L  and  2,500/.  were  considered  by  ilft72?« 
to  be  included,  was  deducted  irom  such  gross  Value, 
and  that  a  Sum  of  6,800  2.,  which  was  considered  by 
Milles  and  Lord  Sondes  as  a  Charge  upon  an  Estate 
purchased  of  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Norwich  by 
Milles,  the  Rent  of  which  Estate  was  included  in  the 
gross  Rental  of  the  first-mentioned  Estate,  was  also 
deducted  from  such  gross  Value:  That  he  was  the 
Solicitor  of  Maty  Elizabeth  Milles  for  two  years  and 
upwards  before  her  Death  ;  That  he  believed  that  she 
considered  the  Sums  of  10,000/.,  5,000/.  and  2,500/., 
amounting  together  to  17,500/.,  as  part  of  the  Personal 
Estate  of  Richard  Milles,  and  as  part  of  her  own  Per- 
sonal Estate,  down  to  the  time  of  her  Death ;  because, 
in  her  character  as  the  sole  Executrix  of  the  Will  of 
Richard  Milles,  when  she  proved  the  same,  she  did,  in 
computing  the  amount  of  the  Value  of  the  Personal 
Estate  of  Richard  Milles,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in- 
clude a  Sum  of  17,500/.  his  Proportion  of  a  Charge 
upon  an  Estate  in  Norfolk ;  and  did  also,  in  the  like  cha- 
racter, and  as  the  Residuary  Legatee  named  in  the  Will 
o(  Richard  Milles,  include  a  similar  Sum  of  17,500/. 
in  the  particulars  of  the  Account  of  his  Personal  Estate, 
which  was  sent  to  the  Legacy  Duty  Department;  and 
because,  in  conversations  with  Maty  Elizabeth  Milles, 
upon  the  subject  of  the  17,500/.,  she  considered  it  as 
part  of  her  Property :  That  Mary  Elizabeth  Milles  did» 
in  her  Life-time,  determine  to  file  a  Bill,  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  her  right  to  these  Sums  of   1 0,000 /., 
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SfOooL  and  2,500/.,  but  she  never  mentioned  to  him 
the  Sum  of  6,529/.  175.  ^d.;  and  that  she  gave  in- 
BtructioDs  to  him  for  the  filing  such  Bill,  and  the  Draft  of 
such  Bill  was  prepared,  in  or  about  Trinity  Term  1823, 
and  waited  only  for  some  necessary  revision  previously 
to  the  filing  thereof;  and  that  such  Bill  would  have 
been  filed  in  the  ensuing  Michaelmas  Term,  if  Mary 
Elizabeth  Milles  had  not  died  at  the  time  she  did. 


Thomas  Smith,  another  Witness,  and  who  had  been 
Richard  Millet's  Solicitor,  from  1781  down  to  his 
Death,  deposed  that  Richard  Milles,  at  the  time  he 
gave  the  Witness  instructions  for  his  Will,  which  was  in 
the  month  of  November  1818,  showed  to  the  Witness 
the  Deed  of  Appointment,  made  by  Mary  Milles,  his 
Mother,  charging  his  Estates  in  Norfolk  with  the  pay- 
ment of  25,000/.,  upon  which  Deed  the  Discharges  by 
Mary  Milles  the  Daughter,  and  John  Milles,  for  the 
Sums  of  Money  to  which  they  were  entitled  under  the 
Deed  of  Appointment,  were  indorsed,  and  which  Dis- 
charges so  indorsed,  Richard  Milles  told  the  Witness 
were  prepared  by  Messrs.  Forster,  Cook  and  Frere  of 
Lincoln's  Inn :  That  a  Discharge,  from  Henry  Nicholas 
Astley,  for  the  Sum  to  which  he  was  entitled  under  the 
said  Deed,  was  prepared  by  the  Witness  :  That  Witness 
did  not  know  how  the  Sum  of  6,529  /.  175.  4  d.  was  paid 
or  discharged  :  that  he  believed  that  Milles  considered 
the  several  other  Sums  to  be  extinguished,  as  a  Charge 
on  his  Estate^  at  the  time  he  paid  the  same :  That,  in  No- 
vember 1818,  when  Milles  gave  the  Witness  instruc- 
tions for  his  Will,  he  said  to  the  Witness :  "  Mr.  Sn^h 
my  Mother  had  a  power  to  charge  this  Estate  (mean- 
ing the  North  Elmham  Estate)  with  25,000/.;  this 
would  have  been  a  heavy  Incumbrance  upon  the  Estate 


son." 


Mr.  Pepys,  and  Mr.  Boteler,  for  the  Plaintiff: 

The  question  in  this  Case  arises  upon  the  transac- 
tions which  took  place  in  the  year  1818.  In  that  year 
Richard  MiUes,  who  had  then  a  Life  Interest  in  the 
Estates,  acquired,  by  a  Conveyance  and  Recovery,  the 
Reversion  in  Fee-simple :  and  the  question  is,  whether 
he  intended  that  the  Charges  which  he  had  bought  up 
should  be  merged.  In  discussing  this  question,  it  is 
very  important  that  the  language  of  the  Release  of  1818 
should  be  attended  to.  Now  that  Deed  not  only 
recites  the  Trusts  of  the  term  of  500  years,  but  ex- 
pressly declares  that  all  the  Charges  on  the  Estates 
should  be  kept  alive.  And  there  was  an  evident  rea- 
son for  this :  for  Richard  Milks  had  not  the  absolute 
and  entire  dominion  over  the  Property,  but  only  a  Life 
Interest  in  it,  with  the  Reversion  in  Fee,  which  was 
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1  shall  give  to  my  Grandson,  George  John.  The  Charges  1827. 

which  I  have  paid  to  my  Brother  John,  and  Sister  Mary, 
I  have  paid  out  of  my  own  Money ;  and  I  intend  my 
Orandson  should  have  the  Estate  discharged  from  them;  ^  "' 
for  I  do  not  consider  the  Monies  I  have  paid  as  a  Debt  ^^  othcra. 
due  to  myself :  "  That  he  also  said  to  the  Witness :  **  If 
you  have  not  seen  the  Deed  creating  the  Charge,  I  will 
show  it  you  :"  upon  which  he  produced  a  Deed  of  Ap- 
pointment, by  Mary  Milles,  his  Mother,  creating  a 
Charge  of  25,000/.  on  the  Estate  belonging  to  him  at 
North  Elmham  and  in  other  Parishes,  upon  which  the  Dis- 
charges from  Mary  Milles,  the  Daughter  of  John  Milles, 
were  indorsed  :  That  the  Witness  inspected  the  Deed, 
and  said  to  Milles :  **  Your  paying  these  Sums  is  a 
great  act  of  kindness  and  affection  towards  your  Grand- 
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subject  to  be  defeated  by  other  Persons  coming:  into 
existence^  who  would  have  taken  Estates  Tail  in  it;  In 
the  same  year,  Milles  made  his  Will ;  and  the  language 
of  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  Deed :  for  he  devises 
his  Manors,  Sec.  subject  to  the  Charges  that  might  be 
thereon  at  the  time  of  his  decease.  Can  it  be  said  that 
these  Charges  did  not  exist,  when,  only  a  Month  before, 
he  had  said  that  they  should  exist?  Would  he  have 
inserted  these  words  in  the  Deed  and  in  his  Will,  if  he 
had  intended  that  the  Charges  should  be  merged? 
Besides,  Milks  did  not  buy  up  the  whole  25,000/.,  but 
left  7,500/.  outstanding;  and  it  could  not  be  his  inten- 
tion to  purchase  the  17,500/.  for  the  benefit  of  the 
persons  entitled  to  the  remaining  Charges.  Lord 
Conxion  v.  Oxenden  (a),  and  Forbes  v.  Moffat  (&)• 


ad.  As  to  the  Leaseholds.  Not  only  by  the  acts 
done  by  Richard  Milles,  but  by  the  provision  of 
3gth  Geo.  3,  c.  108,  the  Money  paid  for  the  puichase 
of  the  Reversion  remained  the  Property  of  Richard 
Milles  down  to  the  time  of  his  death. 

3d.  It  is  quite  clear  that  Mrs.  Milles  considered  the 
amount  of  these  Charges  as  part  of  her  Personal 
Estate ;  and  the  Defendants  who  claim  benefits  under 
her  Will  must  at  all  events  be  put  to  their  election. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  : — 

Must  not  the  election  arise  upon  the  face  of  the 
Will :  and  can  extrinsic  evidence  be  given  in  order  to 
raise  a  case  of  election  ? 


(a)  3  Ve8.jiui.a6t. 


(b)  18  Yes.  Jan.  384- 
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Mr.  Pepys: — 

On  the  anthority  of  Druce  y.  Denison  (c%  the  Plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  prove  extrinsic  matter,  in  order  to 
put  the  Defendants  to  their  Election. 

Mr.  Tinney,  for  some  of  the  Defendants  whose  loite^ 
rest  was  the  same  as  the  Plaintiff's^  said  that  if  the 
Court  should  infer  that,  because  the  Charges  were  not 
mentioned  in  the  Codicil,  the  Testator  intended  they 
should  be  merged,  so.  far  as  they  affected  the  Estates 
devised  by  the  Codicil,  it  was  iair  to  conclude  that  he 
intended  them  to  remain  as  to  the  other  Estates. 
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Mr.  Shadwell,  Mr.  Sugden,  Mr.  Sideboitam,  and  Mr. 
Reynolds,  appeared  for  the  Defendant,  George  Watson, 
Millesj  and  other  Defendants  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Shadwell: — 
The  words :  ''  subject  to  all  Charges/'  mean  so  far 
only  as  they  were  subsisting  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  Parties,  that  is,  so  far  only  as  they  were  in  the 
dominion  of  others.  Until  the  Recovery  was  com- 
pleted, the  Charges  were  not  merged;  and  therefore 
those  words  were  introduced  in  order  to  show  that  Lord 
Sondes  did  not  mean  to  convey  an  unencumbered  Estate. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  Will  to  show  that  it  was  the 
Testator's  intention  to  keep  the  17,500/.  as  a  subsisting 
Charge.  The  Recovery  Deed  of  1819  manifests  that 
it  was  Milles's  intention  to  make  himself  the  absolute 
owner  of  the  Leaseholds.  Besides,  we  have  evidence 
which  compels  a  Court  of  Equity  to  hold  that  Milles 
intended  the  Charges  to  be  merged. 


Vol.  L 


(c)  6  Ves.  Jun.  385- 
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Mr.  Pepys,  Mr.  Boteler,  and  Mr.  Ttfifiey,  objected  to 
the  evidence  being  read,  on  the  ground  that  it  tended 
to  raise,  not  to  rebut,  a  presumption. 

Mr.  Shadwell,  Mr.  Sugden,  and  Mr.  Sidebottom,  con- 
tended-that  Evidetice  m^ht  be  given  to  show  what  was 
the  view  of  the  Testator  in  the  acts  he  was  doing. 
Fulieney  v.  The  Earl  of  DarJington  {d),  and  Manck  v. 
Lord  Manck  (e) :  that  the  evidence  offered  tended  to 
show  what  was  the  view  taken  by  the  Testator  of  his 
afiairs :  that  the  question  was  not  what  was  the  effect 
of  a  Deed^  or  of  a  WiU,  but  whether  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  Milles  that  the  Charges  should  be  kept  up: 
that  Lord  Hardtoicke,  C.  had  decided  that  a  person 
might  elect,  by  parol,  whether  he  would  have  an  Estate 
that  had  been  directed  to  be  sold,  or  its  produce  (/*) : 
that  here  Milles  had  declared,  on  a  solemn  occasion, 
that  he  intended  the  Charges  to  be  merged^  and  that 
such  a  declaration  of  intention  must  be  received  as 
evidence. 


Mr.  Pepys,  in  reply  as  to  tfie  admissibility  of  the 
Evidence,  said  that  the  question  turned  upon  whether 
the  Evidence  was  given  to  raise  or  to  repel  a  presump- 
tion: that  Milles*s  acts  did  not  give  Title  to  the  De- 
fendants: that,  if  they  did,  the  Defendants  did  not 
want  the  aid  of  the  Parol  Evidence :  that  if  an  Execu- 
tor had  a  Legacy  given  to  him,  or  by  any  other  means 
was  made  a  Trustee  of  the  Residue,  the  next  of  Kin 
were  never  required  to  give  evidence  to  show  that  the 


(d)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  2^3.  (e)  1  Ball  &  Beatt  S98. 

(/)  Mr.  Sugden  stated  this  to  have  been  decided  in  a  Case 
of  which  he  had  a  jnanuscript  Note. 
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Testator  did  not  intend  the  Executor  to  take  the 
Residue  beneficially :  that,  if  the  manuscript  case  cited 
by  Mr.  Sugdm,  were  Law,  parol  declarations  might  be 
admitted  to  alter  the  nature  of  Property :  that  if  the  De- 
fendant was  entitled  to  hold  the  Estates  discharged  of  the 
Sams  of  Money,  he  was  so  entitled  by  the  effect  of  a  legal 
presumption,  and  could  have  no  right  to  read  the  Evi- 
dence in  order  to  aid  that  presumption :  That  the  question 
must  be  decided  on  the  expressions  of  the  Instruments 
themselves :  That  those  Instruments  expressed  that  it  was 
MiUes*&  intention  that  the  Charges  should  be  kept  up, 
and  it  was  MUles^s  interest  that  that  should  be  the 
case:  and  that  the  distinction  between  parol  evidence, 
and  evidence  raised  from  solemn  acts,  was  plain ;  for 
that  the  most  solemn  declarations  might  be  altered 
from  day  to  day. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor  decided  that  the  evidence 
ought  to  be  received;  because  the  Court  was  to  act 
upon  the  intention  of  Mr.  Milks,  and  was  therefore 
bound  to  hear  aU  the  evidence  that  could  be  fairly 
given  upon  that  subject. 

Mr.  Sugden,  for  the  Defendants  :— 

When  Milles  addressed  himself  to  acquire  the  Rever- 
sion in  fee,  there  was  no  probability  that  the  prior 
Remainders  would  take  effect.  When  he  had  accom- 
plished that  object,  the  Charges  which  he  had  pre- 
viously purchased,  became  extinct  in  Law.  It  is  quite 
dear  that  he  considered  that  there  was  an  end  of  all 
the  Charges,  or  else  he  never  would  have  given  42,000/. 
for  the  Reversion.  If  he  had  not  kept  the  Charges  on 
foot  before  he  acquired  the  Reversion,  he  would  have 
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increased  Lord  Sondes's  interest  merely,  and  not  his  own. 
As  he  eventually  became  owner  of  the  fee,  as  well  as 
of  the  Charges,  what  end  could  it  answer  to  keep  the 
latter  on  foot.  So  far  from  any  declaration  being 
necessary  on  the  part  of  Milles  to  keep  the  Charges 
subsisting,  they  must  be  held  to  be  merged  unless 
there  is  plain  evidence  of  a  contrary  intention.  If 
Milles  had  had  born  Issue-male,  the  Charges  would 
have  been  cut  out,  as  well  as  the  Reversion  divested. 
Although  the  mei^er  of  the  Charges  which  were 
bought  up,  will  benefit  the  persons  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  those  that  remain,  that  affords  no  argument 
against  holding  the  former  Charges  to  be  extinguished ; 
for,  if  the  owner  of  the  inheritance  of  an  Estate  pays 
off  a  prior  charge,  he  thereby  gives  precedence  to  the 
subsequent  encumbrances. 


The  words  in  the  Will :  '^  subject  as  to  the  said 
Manors  and  Estates,  to  such  Charges  and  Encum- 
brances as  might  be  charged  thereon  at  the  time  of 
his  decease,"  do  not  extend  to  the  Rectory.  But  can 
it  be  supposed  that  the  Testator,  intending  to  dispose 
of  the  Rectory  in  the  same  manner  as  the  rest  of  his 
Estates,  meant  that  the  Charges  should  subsist  as  to 
the  one,  and  be  merged  as  to  the  other  ?  The  words 
relied  upon  by  the  Plaintiff  relate  to  the  7,500  /.  only. 
If  the  Testator  had  not  cpnsidered  the  first  term  of  500 
Years  to  be  merged,  he  would  not  have  created  another 
term  for  the  purpose  of  raising  Money  to  pay  his  L^a- 
cies,  but  would  have  directed  the  17,500/.  to  be  apphed 
for  that  purpose.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  Charges 
became  extinct,  immediately  upon  the  purchase  from. 
Lord  Sondes^  or,  at  all  events,  that  they  were  destroyed 
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by  the  Will  and  Codicil,  which  are  a  clear  disposition 
of  all  Milles*s  interest,  both  legal  and  equitable,  in 
these  Estates. 

The  Evidence,  if  it  should  be  necessary  to  resort  to 
it  for  the  determination  of  the  question,  conUdns  an 
express  decision,  by  the  Testator,  upon  the  subject. 

Mr.  Sidebottom: — 
A  Tenant  in  tail^  or  one  having  an  Estate  of  Inherit- 
ance, cannot  have,  co-existing  with  his  Estate,  and  yet 
separate  from  it,  a  Charge  upon  the  same  Estate:  when 
they  come  together  in  the  same  person  they  must 
merge.  Jones  v.  Morgan  (g).  Countess  of  Shrewsbury 
V.  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  (A).  Donisthorpe  v.  Porter  (i). 
Lord  Compton  v.  Oxenden  {k).  In  this  latter  case  the 
rule  is  laid  down  as  the  necessary  legal  result  of  the 
union  of  the  Estate  and  Charge,  and  that  the  Court, 
without  express  declaration  to  the  contrary,  must  pre- 
sume the  intent  of  the  Owner  of  the  Inheritance,  in 
buying  off  the  Charge,  to  have  been  to  exonerate  the 
Inheritance  from  the  encumbrance. 

But  then  it  is  said,  this  presumption  may  be  rebut- 
ted by  express  intent.  We  contend  that  there  is  no 
such  expressed  intent,  and  what  the  Plaintiff  adduces 
as  such  is  easily  explained  away.  In  Countess  of 
Shrewsbury  v.  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  it  is  laid  down,  as 
a  general  rule,  that  the  true  ground  of  the  infer- 
ence in  favour  of  a  Tenant  for  life  paying  off  an  En- 
cumbrance, is  the  scantiness  of  his  Estate ;   but  this 
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{g)  1  Bro.  C.C.206. 
(i)  3  Eden,  163. 


(h)  1  V.  J.  337. 
(*)  3  V.J.  261. 
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rule  does  not  apply  here.  We  most  see  what  wa^ 
the  Estate  that  Milles  considered  himself  to  haTe,  and 
not  what  the  Estate  was  which  he  actually  had*  He 
evidently  considered  himself  to  have  an  Estate  of 
Inheritance.  His  and  his  Wife's  ages  predaded  any 
idea  of  having  any  Children.  He  so  recites  it  in  the 
Deed  under  which  he  took  the  Reversion  from  liord 
Sondes.  Besides,  if  he  had  had  an  intention  to  keep 
alive  the  Charges,  it  is  to  be  supposed  that  he  would 
have  plainly  declared  sudi  intent:  that  intentieui 
too,  should  have  been  declared  at  the  time  of  pur- 
chasing the  Reversion.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  it  was 
declared  at  the  time  of  purchasing  the  Land  Tsx.  In 
the  long  time  intervening  between  the  two  purchases 
he  may  have  changed  his  plan ;  besides,  when  he  pur- 
chased the  Land  Tax,  his  Estate  was  only  for  Life. 


In  the  Purchase-deed  from  Lord  Sondes  the  Co?e- 
nants  are  absolute :  there  is  no  exception  of  incum- 
brances: and  no  Conveyancer  would  have  so  framed 
them  if  the  Purchaser's  intent  had  been  to  keep  them 
alive.  In  that  case  the  Charges  would  have  beea 
excepted. 


The  next  expression  of  intention  is  stated  to  be  in 
the  Will.  The  words  in  the  Will  are  :  "  subject  to  such 
Charges  and  Encumbrances  as  may  be  charged  there- 
on at  the  time  of  my  decease."  These  words  are  satisfied 
by  the  Charge  of  7,500/.,  the  residue  of  the  25,000^;, 
which  is  admitted,  on  all  hands,  to  be  still  existing; 
or  he  may  have  contemplated  creating  a  new  Charge, 
and  afterwards  abandoned  the  intention.  These  words, 
indeed,  rather  imply  that  there  were  no  Charges  exist- 
ing at  the  time ;  for,  otherwise,  he  would  have  stated  the 

a. 
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Devise  to  be  subject  to  Charges  then  existing,  and^hich 
might  be  existing  at  the  time  of  his  death :  the  inference, 
therefore,  is  fairly  the  veverse  of  that  contended  for  on 
the  other  side.  In  the  Codicil  there  is  no  reference  to 
any  Charges.  Tliis  is  very  material,  and  confirms  the 
supposition  that,  at  the  date  of  bis  Will,  he  contemplated 
to  create  Charges,  and  that,  in  the  interim  between  that 
tkne  and  the  date  of  the  Codicil,  he  altered  his  plans.. 
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Mr.  R^nolds  cited  Kelly  v.  Potoer  {I).  He  said  that 
Bf  strong  presumption  of  Law  could  not,  as  to  its  legal 
effect,  be  resisted  by  any  slight  expression  of  intention. 
The  argument,  that  the  Testator  had  a  direct  interest 
in  keeping  up  the  Encumbrance  for  the  benefit  of  his 
Children,  in  case  he  should  have  any,  falls  to  the  ground, 
when  it  is  remembered  that,  so  far  as  the  Freeholds 
were  affected,  no  Charge  was  to  arise  in  case  of  any 
Son  being  bom,  the  default  of  Male  Issue  being  the 
event  on  which  the  Encumbrance  was  to  come  into 
operation.  Milles  could  not,  therefore,  have  looked  to 
the  birth  of  Sons;  and  the  fair  inference-  is,  that,  if  be 
did  not  expect  the  birth  of  a  Son,  he  also  did  not 
expect  the  birth  of  a  Daughter,  especially  when  it  is 
remembered  that  he  and-  his  Wife  were  very  old.  He 
must  therefore  be  considered  as  deeming  himself,  in 
effect,  owner  of  the  Inheritance.  If  he  expected  to 
have  Children,  why  did  he  ever  purchase  the  Reversion 
firom  Lord  Sondes  1  He  must  have  known  that  if  he 
should  have  Children,  his  purchase-money  would  be 
thrown  away,  because,  under  the  original  limitations^ 
bis  Children  .would  bave  taken  the  same  Interest  as  ha 
laid  out  his  Money  in  purchasing. 


CO  2  Ball  &  Beatt.  336^ 
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Mr.  Pqnfs,  in  ceply : — 
When  no  intention  is  expressed,  it  must  be  perfectly 
indifferent,  to  the  party  in  whom  the  interests  unitSi 
whether  or  not  the  Charge  should  subsist,  before  the 
Court  will  deem  it  merged.  Now,  in  this  case,  it  is 
evidently  not  a  matter  of  indifference ;  for  the  birth  of 
a  Son  would  have  cut  down  Mille^B  Estate.  With  re- 
gard to  the  Evidence  read  on  the  other  side  to  fl^w  the 
Testator's  intent,  it  does  not  make  out  the  D^^danfs 
case.  The  want  of  direct  Evidence  to  show  a  dis- 
tinct intention  to  merge  the  Charges,  is  condosive 
proof  that  the  Testator  had  no  such  intention. 

After  the  argument  was  concluded,  Mr.  Pepifs  refer- 
red  the  Court  to  Drinkwater  v.  Combe  (m),  and  Wig$ett 
V.  Wigsellin). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

I  do  not  think  the  recitals  in  the  Deeds  so  important 
as  is  conceived.  They  were  not  introduced  with  a  view 
to  show  the  Testator^s  intent  to  keep  vtp  the  Charges. 
If  any  such  intent  had  existed,  the  parties  would  not 
have  left  it  to  a  recital  merely.  In  the  Covenants  or 
some  other  clause,  there  would  have  been  introduced 
evidence  of  such  intent*  The  sole  object  of  the  recitals, 
as  it  appears  to  me,  vras  to  show,  solemnly  under  Seal, 
that  the  money  given  was  the  fiill  value  under  the  dr- 
cnmstances;  in  fact,  to  explain  the  reason  of  a  sum, 
apparently  so  small,  being  given  for  it.  Another  object 
of  the  recital  was,  to  show  that  the  Reversion  was  sub- 
ject to  a  possibiUty  of  being  defeated,  and  not  sold  9S 
W  absolute  indefeasable  Estate. 


(m)  a  Sim.  &  Stu.  340.  (s)  Ibi4.  364* 
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The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

In  this  Case  the  Bill  is  filed  by  Mary-Ann-EHzabeth 
Astley,  the  Executrix  and  Residuary  Legatee  under  the 
Will  of  the  Widow  of  Richard  Milks,  deceased.  The 
Defendants  are  the  Hon.  George  John  Milles,  who  is 
the  first  Tenant  for  Life  of  the  real  Estates  devised  by 
the  Will  of  that  Richard  MUles,  and  George  Watson 
Milles,  who  is  the  Son  of  George  John  Milles,  and  the 
first  Tenant  in  Tail  of  these  Estates.  There  are  several 
other  Defendants,  but  1  need  not  specify  their  charac* 
ters  ;  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  they  are  either  inte- 
rested in  the  question  as  raised,  concurrently  with  the 
Plaintiff,  or  they  are  interested  with  the  Defendants, 
the  Tenant  for  Life,  and  the  Tenant  in  Tail,  in  the 
Realty ;  or,  in  the  character  of  Trustees,  are  necessary, 
according  to  the  forms  of  the  Court,  to  sustain  the 
Suit,  by  having  all  the  Parties  before  it.  The  Prayer 
of  the  Bill  is,  that  it  may  be  declared  that  certain 
Estates  in  the  county  of  Noffolk,  devised  by  the  Will 
of  Richard  Milles,  are  subject  to  two  Charges^  one  6f 
17,500/.,  and  the  other  of  6,599/.  ^^'*  4^-'  which 
are  secured  by  certain  outstanding  Terms,  which  be- 
longed to  the  Testator  at  the  time  of  his  decease, 
and  praying  that  directions  may  be  given  for  raising 
these  Charges  for  the  benefit  of  the  Estate  of  Mrs. 
Milles,  and  applying  them,  as  a  part  of  her  Estates, 
in  a  course  of  Administration.  The  Bill  has  a  Prayer 
in  the  alternative,  that,  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  these  Sums  ought  not  be  raised,  then, 
as  the  Assets  of  Mrs.  Milles  will  not  satisfy  her 
Debts  and  Legacies,  those  who  take  Benefits  under 
her  WiU,  and  under  the  WiU  of  Richard  Milles, 
may  be  put  to  their  election  between  the  two  In 
terests. 
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As  to  the  first  head  of  the  present  Case,  I  do  not 
think  it  is  governed,  in  all  its  points,  by  any  distinct 
and  separate  Authority  which  has  been  cited  befoce  me, 
nor  by  any  Authority  I  have  found,  after  very  diligent 
research  on  the  subject.  It  must^  therefore,  be  de- 
cided by  applying  the  Rules  laid  down  in  those  Autho- 
rities, rather  than  by  any  direct  precedent.. 

The  facts  of  the  Case,  as  they  appear,  I  shall  state  as 
concisely  as  the  voluminous  Instruments  will  allow,  in 
order  to  show  the  channels  through  which  the  Lands, 
and  the  Charges  on  those  Lands,  became  respectively 
vested  in  the  Testator ;  and  I  shall  endeavour  to  apply 
the  Rules  of  the  Court  as  they  are  laid  down  in  the  va- 
rious Authorities. 


{His  Honor  here  proceeded  to  state  the  Will  of 
Richard  Warner.) 

It  is  not  necessary  to  encumber  the  Case  by  stating 
the  various  Charges  made  by  the  Will  of  Richard 
Warner :  they  have  all  been  satisfied,  and  no  question 
arises  on  them.  The  Testator,  at  his  death,  left  his 
four  Grandsons  surviving,  and  he  left  his  Daughters, 
Mafy  Milles,  and  Mrs.  Joddrell,  his  Co-heirs  at  Law. 
It  is  to  be  collected,  from  the  Deed  that  is  next  stated, 
that  Mary  Milles,  the  Daughter,  and  Richard  Milks, 
the  Grandson,  had  acquired  some  other  Real  Estates 
which  were  their  own  Property.  In  or  prior  to  1773, 
Richard  Milles  had  attained  the  age  of  twenty-four 
years,  and  therefore  he  was  in  possession  of  the  devised 
Estates,  as  Tenant  for  Life.  In  that  year  he  and  his 
Mother  agreed  to  suffer  a  Recovery  of  all  the  Estates, 
and  to  re-setde  them*  Whei^  I  say  of  all  the  Estates, 
I  mean  the  Estates  devised  by  Richard  Warner,  the 
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ancestor,  and  likewise  those  Estates  that  descended 
from  htm  to  his  Daughter  Mary  Milks,    and  those 
Estates  which  Mary  Milks,  and  Richard  Milks,  her 
Son,  had  respectively  acquired  after  the  death  of  the 
Testator.    The  Son  and  the  Mother  having  that  year 
agreed  to  suffer  Recoveries^  and  to  re-setde  the  Estates, 
as  far  as  they  could  consistently  with  the  existing  limi- 
tations of  the  Will  of  Richard  Warner,  by  Indentures 
dated  the  13th  and  14th  of  Dec.  1773^  conveyed  the 
whole  of  them  to  a  Gentleman  of  the  name  of  Baxter^ 
for  the  purpose  of  making  a  Tenant  to  the  Praecipe,  and 
to  enable  them  to  suffer  a  good  Recovery.   ThatReciCH 
very  was  afterwards  suffered:  and  that  Deed  is  the 
origin  of  one  of  the  present  Questions.    By  it,  the 
Estates  devised  by  Richard  Warner,  and  the  Estates  pur- 
chased by  his  Daughter  and  his  Grandson,  are  limited 
to  Richard  Milks,  for  life,  with  Remainder  to  his  first 
and  other  Sons  in  tail-male,  with  Remainder  to  John 
Milles,  one  of  the  Devisees  of  Richard  Warner^  and  to 
his  first  and  other  Sons  in  tail-male,  and  with  Remain^ 
der  to  Mary  Milks,  the  Mother,  for  Life,  with  Remain- 
der to  Wadehouse  and  Cage  as  Trustees,  for  the  term 
of  500  Years,  and,  subject  to  that  term,  with  Remainder 
to  each  of  the  Daughters  of  Richard  Milles,  for  such 
Estates-tail  as  he  should  appoint ;  and,  in  default  of 
appointment,  to  his  Daughters  in  tail-general,  as  Te- 
nants in  common.    It  appears  that,  at  this  time,  Chris- 
topher  Milles,  one  of  the  Grandsons,  wa^  dead ;  and  that 
accounts  for  his  not  being  included  in  the  series  of  Limi- 
tations of  his  Grandfather's  Estate.  The  Deed  then  con- 
tains a  long  series  of  limitations,  calculated  to  preserve 
the  Estate  in  the  Family  as  far  as  the  Rules  of  Law  would 
permit.  But,  as  all  these  Limitations  have  been  barred  by 
the  subsequent  Assurances,  it  seems  unnecessary  to  exv^ 
cumber  the  Cause  by  stating  them  in  detaiK 
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The  uses  of  the  term  of  500  years,  which  was  vested 
in  Cage  and  fVodehause,  are  as  follows  :  after  the 
death  of  Maty  Milles,  and  after  the  death  of  Richard 
and  John  Milles,  and  failure  of  their  Issue9(if  that  contin- 
gency happened,)  to  raise  25,000  /.,  and  pay  it  to  such 
Persons  as  Mary  Milles  should,  by  Deed  or  Will,  ap- 
point. This  Deed  having  thus  limited  the  Estates  in 
strict  Settlement,  by  an  Indenture,  bearing  date  the 
34th  October  1775,  Mary  Milles  executed  this  power, 
and  appointed  the  Sum  of  25,000  /.  By  that  Instru- 
ment she  appointed  10,000/.  to  her  Daughter,  Mary 
Milles,  5,000  /.  to  her  Son  John  Milles,  and  the  re- 
maining 10,000  l.  she  appointed  between  the  family 
of  her  second  Daughter,  Lady  Astley.  The  particolars 
of  that  distribution  need  not  further  be  adverted  to, 
beyond  the  fact  that  2,500  /.,  a  portion  of  that,  after- 
wards became  vested  in  Sir  Nicholas  Astky,  one  of 
Lady  Astley's  Sons.  Of  course  the  benefit  to  arise 
imder  this  appointment  depended  on  the  contingency 
diat  neither  Richard  Milles  nor  John  Milles  should  have 
any  Issue-male.  In  1801,  Richard  Milks  contracted, 
with  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Norwkh,  to  purchase 
the  Inheritance  of  the  Rectory  of  North  Ebnham.  They 
were  enabled  to  make  the  Sale  under  the  powers  of  the 
Land  Tax  Redemption  Act;  and  the  price  agreed  upon 
was  a  Sum  amounting,  altogether,  to  6,529 /.  175.  ^d., 
the  Sum  of  5,967  /.  10  s.  1  d.  being  the  value  of  Ae 
Estate,  and  the  remainder  being  the  value  of  the  Timber. 
The  Purchasennoney  was  paid  by  Richard  Milles,  with 
his  own  Money ;  and  a  Conveyance  was  executed,  in 
September  1801,  by  the  Dean  and  Chapter,  by  whidi 
they,  at  the  requisition  of  Richard  Milles,  conveyed  the 
Estate  to  Wodehouse,  in^Trust  to  be  held^upon  the  uses 
qI  the  Deed  therein  referred  to  as  intended  to  be  ex- 
ecuted by  the  Parties.    That  other  Deed,  so  referred 
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to,  appears  to  be  executed  in  October  1801 ;  and  it  is 
material;  for  the  PlaintiflTs  Case,  to  observe  that  this 
Conveyance  recites  that  the  immediate  Estate  and 
Interest  in  the  then  existing  Lease,  as  well  as  the  Re* 
version  in  fee  expectant  on  these  Estates^  should  be 
charged  with  the  re-payment  of  the  Purchase-money 
which  Richard  Milles  so  paid ;  and  that,  subject  to  that 
charge,  the  Inheritance  should  be  conveyed  in  the  man- 
ner thereinafter  expressed.    The  'Deed  then  proceeds, 
in  its  operative  part,  to  witness  that,  in  pursuance  of 
the  direction  and  agreement  of  the  Parties,  Wodehouse 
conveyed  the  Rectory  and  Lands  to  the  use  of  Lord 
Sondes f  for  the  term  of  1,000  years,  and,  after  the  ex- 
piration of  that  term,  to  such  of  the  uses  of  the  Will 
of  Richard  Warner  as  precede  the  Limitation  to  the 
Heirs-male  of  the  body  of  Mary  Milles,  as  were  then 
subsisting  and  capable  of  taking  effect,  with  Remainder 
to  the  Heirs-male  of  the  body  of  Mary  Milles,  with 
Remainder  to  the  right  Heirs   of  Richard    Warner. 
These  Limitations  plainly  show  that  Richard  Milles 
considered  himself  as  purchasing  the  Inheritance  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Persons  entitled  to  the  Leasehold  In- 
terest, under  the  Will  of  Richard  Warner  ;  and  that, 
I  think,  plainly  shows  that  he  did  not,  at  that  time , 
intend  or  contemplate  the  merger  of  the  Charge  which 
was  created  by  this  Purchase  of  the  Inheritance.     It 
is  upon  this  Sum  that  the  second  question  arises. 

The  Title  remained  in  this  state  till  the  year  1808. 
In  that  year  Richard  Milles  purchased,  from  his  Sister 
Mary,  her  contingent  Interest  in  the  10,000  /. ;  and,  by 
an  indorsement  on  the  Deed  of  Appointment,  dated  the 
21st  of  June  1808,  she,  for  a  certain  Sum,  assigned  the 
10,000/.  to  a  Person  of  the  name  of  Deedes,  in  Trust 
to  be  disposed  of  as  Richard  Milles   should  appoint. 
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and,  in  default  of  his  direction  or  appointment^  in 
Trust  for  Bickard  MiUes,  his  Executors,  Administrators 
and  Assigns.  On  the  isth  October  1810,  Siciard 
Ihiles  purchased  JoAii  MiUa^s  contingent  Interest  in 
the  5,000  Lf  and  took  an  Assignment  by  a  siiDilar  in* 
dorsement  upon  the  Deed  of  Appointment.  In  1817, 
he  purchased  Henry  Nicholas  Astletf's  Interest  in  the 
2,500  /.,  and  took  a  similar  Instrument  of  Assignment 


Upon  these  sums,  amounting  together  to  17,500/., 
the  material  question  arises. 


tn  1818,  Richard  Milles,  having  at  that  time  no  Issue-' 
male  living,  being  very  far  advanced  in  Years,  his 
Brother  being  dead  without  Issue-male,  seems  to  have 
formed  a  plan  to  create  a  new  head  to  the  Family, 
which  should  bear  his  name,  instead  of  permitting  it 
to  merge  in  the  eldest  Grandson,  Lord  Sondes,  who 
would  not  only  be  his  Heir-at-Law,  but  would  be  the 
existing  head  of  the  Family,  and  would  represent  him 
as  far  as  a  Man  and  his  Family  could  be  represented 
through  the  female  Line.  He  therefore  in  that  year 
contracted  with  his  Grandson,  Lord  Sondes,  to  purchase 
his  Reversionary  Interest  in  the  Estate  in  question; 
and  the  Purchase-money  being  agreed  at  the  sum  of 
42,000/.,  a  Recovery  was  suffered,  which  barred  all  the 
Limitations  subsequent  to  that  which  gave  to  Lord 
Sondes,  as  Tenant  in  tail  in  Remainder  expectant  on 
die  death  of  his  Grandfather  Richard  Milles,  the  Estate- 
tail  on  failure  of  Issue-male  of  Richard  Milles.  That  ex- 
pectant Estate-tail  in  Remainder  was  conveyed  directly, 
in  fee,  to  Richard  Milles,  the  purchaser.  At  this  period 
John  Milles  was  dead.  The  only  intervening  contin- 
gency at  that  period  was  the  event  of  Richard  Milles, 
the  Grandfather  of  Lord  Sondes,  having  Issue-male; 
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^and  it  appears^  on  the  fiace  of  the  Record,  that  at  that 
period  Richard  Milks  must  have  been  of  the  age  of 
nearly  Seventy  years ;  that  he  had  his  Wife  living,  and 
that  he  contemplated  her  surviving  him ;  and,  there- 
fore,  he  could  not  well  have  contemplated  that  he  him- 
self should  have  Issue-male  to  displace  the  ultimate 
Remainder  to  the  Issue-female.  in  this  situation, 
having  completed  the  Pnrchaae  from  Lord  Sondes,  and 
being  Master  of  the  Fee,  he  made  his  Will,  dated  the 
2d  September  1818 :  and,  as  several  passages  in  that 
Will  have  been  referred  to  and  represented,  by  each 
side,  as  affording  inferences  of  Intention  on  the  part  of 
the  Testator  as  to  the  Merger  or  Non-merger  of  the 
Charges,  those  passages  will  deserve  some  observa- 
tion. The  general  Plan  of  the  Will  is  certainly  a  cor- 
rect technical  form  of  Limitation.  As  far  as  it  is  neces- 
sary to  detail  them  they  are  as  follows.  He  devised 
the  Estates  in  Norfolk  to  Trustees  for  a  Term  of 
500  Years,  and,  subject  thereto,  to  his  second  Grandson, 
George  John  Watson,  with  Remainder  to  George  Jolm 
Watson^s  first  and  other  Sons  in  tail-male,  with  Re- 
mainders to  his  two  other  Grandsons,  Henry  and 
Richard  fVatson,  and  their  first  and  other  Sons  in  like 
manner,  with  Remainders  to  his  Grand-daughters,  Lady 
Palmer  and  Miss  Watson,  for  their  Lives,  and  to  their 
second  and  subsequently  bom  Sons,  in  tail-male,  with 
Remainders  to  his  Nephew,  Henry  Nicholas  Astley,  for 
Life,  and  to  his  first  uid  other  Sons  in  tail-male,  with 
Remainder  to  the  right  Heirs  of  Henry  Nicholas  Astley ; 
thus  entirely  passing  over  the  Female  Issue  of  all  his 
Grandchildren. 
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Testator  thought  fit  to  show  an  antipathy  to  the  eldest 
Sons  of  his  Grand-daughters.  But  it  seems  fair  to 
infer  that  he  did  not  take  the  Estate  out  of  the  line  of 
Lord  Sondes,  his  immediate  Heir,  from  any  particular 
objection  to,  or  dissatisfaction  with  Lord  Sondes  \  but 
to  have  a  younger  branch  of  the  Family  for  his  Repre-* 
sentative ;  so  that,  if  possible,  his  Name  might  not 
merge  in  the  Dignity  of  Lord  Sondes;  and,  for  that 
purpose,  he  imposed  upon  those  who  took  the  Estates, 
the  obligation  of  taking  the  Name  and  bearing  the 
Arms  of  Milles.  He  then,  having  thus  limited  his 
Estates,  declares  the  Trusts  of  the  Term  of  500 
Years  for  raising  certain  pecuniary  Legacies.  But 
that  Term  of  500  Years  could  not  be  brought  into 
Action  without  exhausting,  first  of  all,  the  general 
personal  Estate  of  the  Testator:  and,  if  this  Bill  is 
rigbdy  framed  with  regard  to  the  Charges  in  ques-^ 
tion,  the  17,500/.  also  must  have  been  exhausted  in 
Payment  of  these  Legacies  before  the  Term  of  50a 
Years  could  have  been  brought  into  operation.  He 
afterwards  made  a  Codicil,  which  does  not  affect  the 
present  question,  and  died ;  and  he  left  his  Widow  his 
sole  Executrix  and  Residuary  Legatee.  He  died  some 
time  after  the  vear  1818. 


These  are  the  material  Facts  on  which  the  question 
arises,  whether  it  is  now,  according  to  the  rules  of 
a  Court  of  Equity,  to  be  considered  that  these  Charges 
are  subsisting,  and  that  the  estate  passed,  in  equity, 
cum  onere.  That  they  are  l^al  subsisting  Charges 
is  not  to  be  disputed;  because  they  are  secured  by 
an  outstanding  legal  term:  and  the  question  then 
is,  whether  a  Court  of  Equity  is  to  lend  itself  to 
raise  these    Charges  under    this   state   of  Facts,  or 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

whether  it  is  to  consider  that  the  Testator  intended 
(for  his  Intention  constitutes  the  whole  subject  of  Right) 
that  those  Charges  should  merge  for  the  benefit  of 
those  whoy  under  the  Limitations  of  his  Will,  took  the 
real  Estate. 

The  argument  was  gone  through,  on  each  side,  veiy 
laboriously,  and  most  ably  ;  and  the  Court  was  greatly 
assisted,  not  only  from  the  observations  which  fell  from 
the  Bar,  but  likewise  by  reference  to  the  Authorities : 
and  I  think  I  may  consider,  though  not  exactly  in  the 
series  and  order  in  which  the  Case  was  presented  by  the 
various  Counsel  to  the  view  of  the  Court,  the  subject 
as  represented  thus :  On  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  and  * 
those  who  are  in  the  same  interest,  it  was  insisted  that 
both  the  17,500/.  and  6,529/.  17  s.  4  J.  ought  to  be 
raised  for  the  personal  representative  of  the  Testator, 
because  they  are  secured  by  au  outstanding  legal  Estate ; 
and  that  there  was  no  reason  why  a  Court  of  Equity 
should  prevent  the  exercise  of  those  legal  rights  for  thie 
benefit  of  the  personal  representative^  or  refuse  its  con- 
current authority  in  raising  them.  On  the  part  of  the 
Defendants  who  are  interested  in  the  Inheritance,  it 
was  insisted  that  the  Charges,  though  subsisting  in  Law, 
ought  to  be  considered,  in  Equity,  as  merged  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Inheritance ;  and,  on  both  sides,  it  was 
taken,  as  a  fact,  that  the  Testator,  having  an  absolute 
interest  in  both  the  sums  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the 
intention  on  his  part,  if  it  could  be  collected  either  by 
evidence,  or  by  satisfactory  legal  implication,  must 
prevail. 

I  think  that  the  arguments  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff, 
who  insists  that  the  term  ought  to  be  put  in  action,  and 
Vol.  I.  u  B 
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that  the  Court  ought  to  assist  in  raising  the  money, 
may  be  classed  under  three  heads ;  the  first  of  which 
presents  itself  thus  :  that  the  Testator  had  only  a  limited 
interest  in  the  freehold  up  to  the  time  of  his  death  ;  that 
the  established  rule  of  construction  in  a  Court  of  Equity 
is  thereby  to  raise  the  presumption  that  he  did  not  in- 
tend the  Charges  to  merge  in  the  Inheritance  :  secondly, 
that  the  presumption  arising  from  the  effect  of  the  Testa^ 
tor's  Estate  in  the  Freeholds,  is  supported  by  the  con- 
tents of  the  Instrument  which  creates  the  Charges :  and, 
thirdly,  that  the  language  of  the  Testator's  Will  may 
be  considered  as  containing  a  declaration  plain  that  he 
intended  the  freehold  should  pass  cum  onere. 


On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  George  J.  Milles  and 
the  other  Defendants  who  are  interested  in  the  realty, 
I  think  their  arguments  may  be  divided  under  these 
heads :  First,  if  the  Court  is  to  regard  the  spirit,  and  not 
the  letter  of  the  authorities  which  establish  the  role  of 
construction,  the  Testator  was,  in  substance,  the  owner  of 
the  Inheritance  in  fee,  the  intervening  contingency  being, 
from  the  circumstances  of  the  Testator  and  his  family 
at  the  time,  a  mere  shadow,  and  not  a  real  risk  which  the 
Court  could  regard.  Secondly,  if  it  is  competent  for  the 
Court  to  resort  to  technical  presumption,  in  this  Case, 
to  find  out  the  Testator's  intention,  the  contents  of  the 
Will  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  state  of  the  title, 
afford  a  balance  of  presumption  that  he  could  not  intend 
the  Estates  to  descend  cum  onere.  But,  lastly,  it  was 
contended  that  the  Court  cannot  resort  to  presumption 
where  there  is  clear  and  direct  proof  of  intention  that 
the  charges  should  sink  for  the  benefit  of  the  Inheritance: 
and  it  is  insisted  that  there  is,  in  this  case,  positive  and 
direct  proof  of  such  intention. 
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In  Cases  of  this  kind  it  is  much  more  easy  to  refer 
to  the  established  rule  of  the  Court,  than  it  is  to  apply 
that  rule  fitly  to  the  circumstances  of  each  Case.  The 
rules  have  fluctuated,  in  this  respect,  as  to  the  quantity 
of  the  Estate  which  shall  raise  9l  prima  facie  presumption 
of  the  intention  of  the  owner  that  the  Charge  should 
or  not  pass  with  the  Inheritance.  In  the  Case  of  The 
Duke  of  Chandos  v.  Talbot  (a),  it  appears  that  the  Court 
considered  that  a  Charge  supported  by  a  legal  Estate, 
was  very  different  from  one  which  was  supported  merely 
by  an  equitable  Title,  or,  in  other  terms,  that  the  rule 
of  intention,  or  presumptive  intention,  differed  when 
the  Charge  in  the  one  case  was  supported  by  a  legal 
outstanding  Estate,  and  in  the  other,  where  it  was  a 
mere  equity  attaching  on  the  Inheritance  without  any 
immediate  legal  Estate.  And,  likewise,  it  appears,  by 
the  same  Case,  that,  where  the  Owner  of  the  Land  had 
an  Estate  Tail  only,  and  not  the  Fee  Simple,  the  Court 
did  not  presume  the  intention  of  Merger.  The  Chan- 
cellor, in  delivering  his  judgment,  says:  ^'  Indeed  had 
this  been  a  mere  equitable  Charge  upon  the  Land,  and 
the  Fee  Simple,  not  an  Estate  Tail  only,  had  come  to 
Lewis  Doleman  the  Son,  it  might  then  have  been  a 
Merger."  In  the  Case  of  Chester  v.  Willes  (6)  Lord 
Hardwicke,  C«  seems  to  have  considered,  at  that  time, 
that  there  was  a  distinction  between  a  Charge  subsisting 
on  an  outstanding  legal  Estate,  and  what  was  a  mere 
equitable  Charge  on  an  Inheritance :  he  likewise  seems 
to  have  considered  that  the  quantity  of  Estate  which 
the  party  took  made  an  exception  to  that  rule.  He 
refers  to  the  Case  of  The  Duke  of  Chandos  v.  Talbot, 
and  recognizes  that  principle  as  being  the  Law.  How- 
ever, it  may  be  now  considered  that,  on  this  point,  the 

(a)  3  P.  W.  601,  604.  (fi)  Amb.  246. 
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Rule  of  the  Court  is  settled,  that  there  is  no  diflTerence 
between  a  Charge  merely  equitable,  and  one  that  is  sup- 
ported by  an  outstanding  legal  Estate,  nor  any  differ- 
ence between  an  Estate  Tail,  and  a  Fee  Simple  in  pos- 
session. What  is  stated  by  Lord  Eldon,  C.  in  the  Case 
of  TTie  Earl  of  Buckinghamshire  v.  Hobart  (c)  will  apply 
to  this  Case.  He  says :  ^Mf  a  Tenant  for  Life  pays  off* 
a  Charge  on  the  Estate,  prima  facie,  he  is  entitled  to 
that  Charge  for  his  own  benefit,  with  the  qualification 
of  having  no  interest  during  his  life.  If  a  Tenant  in 
Tail,  or  in  Fee  Simple  pays  off*  a  charge,  that  payment 
is,  prima  facie,  presumed  to  be  made  in  favour  of  the 
Estate  ;  but  the  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  evi- 
dence, as  by  calling  for  an  Assignment,  or  by  a  Decla- 
ration." Now  when  Lord  Eldon  illustrates  his  position 
by  giving  a  particular  instance,  I  do  not  understand  him 
as  meaning  to  say  that  the  rebutter  is  to  depend  on  the 
fact  of  the  calling  for,  or  not  calling  for,  an  assignment 
of  the  Charge.  He  only  refers  to  it  as  a  particular,  dis- 
tinct fact,  which  may  or  may  not  have  any  effect  on  the 
construction;  and  that  the  presumption,  either  way, 
may  be  rebutted  by  Evidence.  Lord  Eldon  never  laid 
down  any  proposition  of  Equity  for  which  he  had  not 
ample  authority.  If  he  was  about  to  reverse  the  Rule 
laid  down  by  Lord  King  in  the  Case  in  P.  W.  and  by 
Lord  Hardwicke  in  the  Case  in  Ambler,  I  think  he  would 
have  found  no  authority  to  support  his  different  conclu- 
sion: but,  on  looking  at  the  cases  which  intervene 
between  the  death  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  and  the  period 
of  Lord  Eldon^s  judgment,  more  especially  Cases  in 
the  time  of  Lord  Thurlow  and  Lord  Rosslyn,  it  is  quite 
clear  that  he  states  the  rule,  not  only  as  sanctioned  by 
his  own  judgment,  but  as  established  by  other  antece- 

(c)  3  Swanst  186.  199. 
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dent  decisions*  It  is  extraordinary  that,  taking  the  rule 
to  exist  as  it  has  done,  the  great  majority  of  the  Cases 
constitute  not  an  adoption  of  the  rule  itself,  but  an 
exception  to  the  rule,  that  is,  inferences  and  presump- 
tions rebutting  the  rule.  There  was  one  Case  before 
Lord  Thurlow,  Jones  v.  Morg(m{d),  where  he  states 
very  strongly  what  would  have  been  his  opinion  if  it 
bad  been  an  Estate  for  Life,  and  not  an  Estate  Tail,  as 
be  considers  it  to  have  been. 
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There  were  two  cases,  before  the  late  Vice-chancellor, 
which  struck  me  very  forcibly  as  deviating  from  this 
general  principle  :  but,  on  looking  at  those  cases,  I  am 
quite  satisfied  that  those  decisions  are  not  any  devia- 
tions from  the  general  rule ;  but  they  are  only,  under 
special  circumstances  of  those  particular  Cases,  excep- 
tions to  the  general  rule.  The  Cases  I  allude  to  are 
DrinkvxUer  v.  Combe  (e\  and  fVigsell  v.  WigselHf). 

I  have  looked  most  anxiously  to  apply  the  general 
rule  consistently  with  the  acts  of  the  Testator,  and 
I  think  that  those  acts  do  afford  evidence  that  he  did 
uot  intend  the  Estal^  to  pass  cum  onere. 

I  think,  however,  that  this  Case,  without  reference  to 
intention,  may  be  perfectly  governed  by  the  evidence  of 
th^t  Solicitor  who  prepared  the  Assignment  of  the 
Charges  to  JRichard  MUles,  That  evidence  I  have  looked 
at ;  and,  though  some  observations  were  made  with 
rfigard  to  the  nature  and  context  of  the  Evidence,  I  see 


{^)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  206.  (e)  9  Sim.  &  Stu.  340. 

ij)  3  Sim.  &  Stn.  364. 
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nothing  to  raise  any  doubt  that  it  was  given,  with  per-^ 
feet  impartiality,  by  a  man  of  perfect  integrity  :  and  that 
Evidence  does  prove  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
Testator  that  the  Charges  should  not  be  transmitted  as  a 
burthen  on  the  Estate ;  and  that  it  was  a  mistake  only,  of 
his  legal  adviser,  that  that  intention  was  not  recorded. 


Having  said  thus  much^  being  of  opinion  that  the 
Estates  are  not  to  pass  cum  onere,  I  propose  my  Decree 
should  stand  thus :  I  decree  that,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances of  this  Case,  the  Testator  Richard  Milles  is  not 
to  be  considered  as  having  intended  that  the  Manor 
uid  Rectory  of  North  Elmham,  and  the  several  other 
Manors,  Lands,  Tenements  and  Hereditaments  devised 
by  the  Will,  should  pass  to  the  Devisee,  subject  to  and 
diarged  with  the  Sums  of  17,500  /.  and  6,529/.  175.  4d. 
and  Interest,  or  either  of  them,  but  that  those  Charges 
should  merge  for  the  benefit  of  the  Inheritance,  and 
therefore  declare  that  the  term  of  500  years,  created  by 
the  Indenture  of  the  14th  December  1773,  for  nosing 
the  85,000  /.,  ought  not  to  be  used  otherwise  than  for 
raising  the  Sum  of  7,500/.,  residue  of  that  Sum  of 
a  5,000  /•  appointed  by  Mary  Milles  under  the  Power  con* 
tained  in  that  Deed :  and  that,  subject  to  raising  that 
7,500  /.,  and  Interest,  the  term  ought  to  be  held  to  at- 
tend upon  and  to  protect  the  Inheritance :  and  declare 
also  that  the  term  of  1000  years,  created  by  the  In-* 
denture  of  the  2d  of  October  1801,  ought  not  to  be 
used  for  raising  the  6,529  /.  17  /.  4  c/.,  or  any  part  there- 
of, but  that  the  same  ought  to  be  held  to  attend  upon 
and  to  protect  the  inheritance ;  and  direct  that  the  Trus-r 
tees  of  the  said  term  do  respectively  hold  and  use  ths^t 
^erp  oul^  for  the  uses  and  purposes  afbresaiclf 
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I  have  made  no  observation  on  the  question  of  Elec- 
tion. Indeed  that  was  considered  to  be  a  hopeless 
Case  in  argument.  Declare  that  the  Persons  taking 
benefits  both  under  the  Will  of  Richard  Milks,  and  of 
Mary  Milles,  are  not  bound  to  elect  under  which  they 
will  take  ;  but  that  they  are  entitled  to  claim  and  take 
under  both  Wills ;  and  dismiss  the  Bill  so  far  as  it  seeks 
to  have  the  17,500/.  and  6,529  /.  175.  i^d.  raised,  and 
paid  as  part  of  the  personal  Estate  of  Richard  Milles, 
and  BO  far  also  as  it  seeks  to  put  the  Defendants  or  any 
of  them  to  an  Election;  and  refer  it  to  the  Master 
to  take  the  accounts  of  Mary  Milles's  Estate  in  the 
usual  manner ;  and  then,  respecting  the  Costs  of  the 
Suit,  considering  this  a  Suit  absolutely  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  settling  the  Family  Estate^  and  that  it 
arises  from  a  claim,  not  a  litigious  one,  and  considering 
that  George  John  MilUs  is  the  Executor  and  Residuary 
Legatee  of  Mary  MilUs,  and  is  also  Tenant  for  Life 
of  the  Freehold  Estates,  direct  that  the  Costs  of  all 
Parties  in  this  Suit  shall  be  paid  by  George  John  Milks, 
out  of  the  Estate  of  Maiy  Milks,  and  reserve  further 
directions  and  the  Costs  of  taking  the  Accounts  in  the 
usual  way* 
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12th  May.  CAMAC  v.  GRANT. 

Practice.       An  Older  had  been  obtained,  in  May  1824,  that  the 
Costs.         Ptaintiffy  wha  was  resident  aluroad,  should  give  security 

A  Plaintiff  resi-  ^^  costs.   The  Plamtiff  not  haying  obeyed  this  Order, 
dent  abroad,  who 

toli^Siel^      Mr.  Kmght,  for  the  Defendwit,  now  moved  that  the 
rity   for   Costs,  Plaintiff  might  give  the  security  before  the  first  day  of 

but  had  not  com-  ^  ^^^  i^^jp^^  ^j  ^^^  liig  Qiu  might  be  dismissed* 
plied,  ordered  to 
give  the    Secu- 
rity, ano  on  de-  The  Vige-Chanoellor: — 

fault,  his  Bill  to,  ^  t«  i«i_'ix 

be  d^issed.  ^  ^^  ^^^  aware  of  any  authonty  upon  this  subject ;  but 

it  appears  to  me  that  if  a  Plaintiff  will  not  conform  to 
the  practice  of  the  Court,  the  Defendant  has  a  right  to 
have  the  Bill  dismissed. 

Motion  granted. 


■a 


19th  May.  AUSTIN  v.  PRINCE. 

Practice.       A  WITNESS  had  answered  some  of  the  interroga- 
JVitnesi.        tories,  but  refused  to  answer  the  others. 

A  witness  who 

had  answered         Mr.  Knight,  now  moved,  upon  the  Examiner's  certi- 

t'^rTi^toni,but  *^^'  *^^  *^  "^'^"^^^  °"g^^  ^^  ^'^^^^^  *^  ^«^«^  ^« 
refused  to  answer  other  interrogatories  within  four  days,  or  stand  com- 

the  oUiers,  was  mitted  :  and  the  Vice-Chancellor  ordered  accordinrfy. 
ordered  to  answer  °  ^ 

those  Interroga- 
tories within  four  days,  or  to  stand  committed* 


CASES   IN    CHANCERY.  349 


LEIGH  V.  LEIGH. 


1837. 

16th  and  23d 
May. 


The  Bill,  which  was  filed  on  the  9th  of  December  1 820,        Pleading. 
stated  that  Edward  Lord  Leigh,  at  the  times  of  making  -^^* 

hit  Willy  and  of  his  deaths  was,  or  claimed  to  be,  seised  of,      ^    pj^^  ^^^ 
or  otherwise  w^  entitled,  in  fee,  to  divers  Abbeys,  Non-claim  can- 
Parks,  Manors,  S^essuages,  Farms,  Lands,  Tenements  "n^^^  J^^^J^ 
and  Hereditaments  situate  in  the  Counties  of  Warwick,  to  prevent  the 
Stafford,  Bedford  and  Narthan^m ;  and  that,  being  or  setUng-up  of  an 
claiining  to  be  so  seised  and  entitled,  he  duly  made  and  Xerm. 
published  his  last  Will  and  Testament  in  writing,  bear- 
ing date  the  11th  of  May  1767,  which  was  executed 
a^d  attested  as  is  required  by  Law  for  devising  Real 
EpLtc^tea,  and  thereby  gave  and  devised,  to  Wiltiam  Cra- 
ven,  Eaquiff,  and  to  the  Keverend  Edward  Ludford 
Taylor,  all  his  Abbeys,  Parks,  Manors,  Messuages, 
Fa,rm8,  Lands,  Tenements  and  Hereditaments  iu  the 
Coimty  of  Warwick,  for  the  term  of  500  years,  unoa 
Trust,  to  raise  Money  to  p^ay  his  just  Debts  and  Funeral 
Expenses  and  Legiicies ;  and,  subject  to  such  term  of 
500  years,  he  gave  untp  and  ta  the  use  of  Craver^  and 
Tayi^r,  and  their  Heirs,  during  the.  lives  of  lua  Sisters^ 
th^  honou^le  Afoiy  I^gK  and  the  hpiieuBaMe  Amne 
I^ketty  wife  of  Andrew  Hackett,  E)iquire>  and  the 
longest  liver  of  th^m,  ip  ca^e  he  shouU  die  unmarried, 
all  hi^  Abbeys,  PoiCks,  Mes^a^g^s^  FaroM,  Lands,  Tene- 
ments aJ94  Hereditaments  i^  the  said  CoHoMeQ  oC  Wofh 
wick,  Stafford,  Chaster,  Bedford  and  Northampion^  or 
elsewhere,  and  aU  other  his  Real  Estetes  whatsoever 
which  h^  should  die  possessed  of,  interested  in  os  epti- 
tled  unto,  in  Trust  to  preserve  the  contingent  Remain- 
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ders  thereinafter  mentioned ;  also,  in  case  he  died  un- 
married or  without  children^  he  gave^  devised  and  be- 
LciGH  queathed  all  the  Rents  Issues  and  Profits  of  all  his 
.  Abbey  Sy  Parks,  Manors,  Messuages,  Farms,  Lands,  Tene- 

ments and  Hereditaments  in  the  same  Counties,  or  else- 
where, subject  as  aforesaid,  unto  his  Sister  Mary  Ltigh, 
for  her  Life,  and  after  her  decease,  unto  her  first  Son 
and,  the  Heirs  Male  of  his  body,  and,  for  default  of  such 
Issue,  to  all  other  the  Son  and  Sons  of  Mary  Leigh,  in 
Tail  Male,  successively,  according  to  their  seniority, 
and,  for  want  of  such  Issue,  to  the  Daughter  or  Daugh- 
ters of  his  Sister  Mary  Leigh,  and  the  Heirs  of  her  or 
their  body  or  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  to  take,  if  more 
than  one,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants ; 
and,  for  default  of  such  Issue,  he  gave,  devised  and  be- 
queathed the  same  premises,  subject  as  aforesaid,  unto 
the  said  Anm  Hackett,  during  her  Life,  and,  from  and 
after  her  decease,  to  her  first  Son  and  the  Heirs  Male 
of  the  body  of  such  first  Son,  and,  for  want  of  such 
Issue,  to  all  the  other  Son  and  Sons  of  the  md  Anne 
Hackett,  in  Tail  Male,  respectivelyand  successively, 
according  to  their  seniority ;  and,  for  want  of  such  Issue, 
he  gave,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  said  Abbeys, 
Parks,  Manors,  Messuages,  Farms,  Lands,  Tenements, 
Hereditaments  and  premises  in  the  said  several  Counties 
of  Warunck,  St(fffbrd,  Bedford,  Chester  2axd  Narthanqdon, 
or  elsewhere,  and  all  other  his  Real  Estates  which  he 
should  die  possessed  of  or  interested  in,  unto  the  first 
and  nearest  of  his  kindred,  being  male,  and  of  his  name 
and  blood,that  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  deter* 
mination  of  the  several  Estates  thereinafter  limited  and 
devised,  and  to  the  Heirs  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten, 
and,  for  want  of  such  Issue,  to  his  own  right  Heirs  for 
ever.    He  also  gave  certain  Legacies,  and  appointed 
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Mary  Leigh  his  Executrix :  That  the  Testator  died  in  or  1 827. 

about  the  month  of  May  1786,  leaving  the  honourable  ' 

Mary  Leigh  his  Heir  at  Law :  That  the  said  honourable  Leigh 
Mary  Leigh  was,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  Tes- 
tator's  Will,  entitled  to  an  Estate  for  Life  in  the  said 
devised  Estates,  subject  to  the  said  term  of  500  years 
vested  in  the  said  William  Craven  and  the  Reverend 
Edward  Ludford  Taylor  \  and  that,  shortly  after  the  Tes- 
tator^s  death,  she  entered  into  the  possession  and  into 
the  receipt  of  the  Rents  and  Profits  of  the  said  devised 
Estates,  and  continued  in  the  possession  thereof  until 
the  time  of  her  death  after  mentioned  :  That  the  said 
Anne  Hackett  died  in  the  life-time  of  the  said  honourable 
Mary  Leigh  without  leaving  any  issue  :  That  the  said 
William  Craven  and  Edward  Ludford  Taylor  had  long 
since  paid  all  the  Debts  and  the  Legacies  mentioned  in 
the  Will,  for  the  payment  of  which  Debts  and  Legacies 
the  said  term  of  500  years  was  created ;  and  that,  after 
payment  of  such  Debts  and  Legacies,  the  said  William 
Craven  and  Edward  Ludford  Taylor  held  the  said  term 
in  Trust  to  attend  the  Inheritance  of  the  said  devised 
Estates  comprised  in  the  said  term:  That  the  said 
William  Craven  and  Edward  Ludford  Taylor  had  both 
departed  this  life ;  and  that  the  Person  or  Persons  in 
whom  the  legal  Estate  of  the  said  Term  became  vested 
on  the  death  of  the  Survivor  of  them,  had  assigned  the 
said  Term  to  the  Defendant  James  Henry  Leigh :  That 
the  Honourable  Mary  Leigh  had  no  issue :  That  she 
was  a  Woman  of  a  very  weak  mind ;  and  that  James 
Henry  Leigh  and  the  Reverend  Thomas  Leigh,  since 
deceased,  and  their  Solicitor,  Joseph  Hill,  deceased, 
by  undue  influence  and  misrepresentations,  procured 
the  said  Mary  Leigh,  who  was  entitled  to  the  Rever- 
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sion  of  the  said  Estates,  to  execute  a  Will,  which,  pur- 
ports to  be&r  date  the  23d  December  1786,  devising  the 
said  C^tsM^s  as  after  mentioned :  That  she,  by  her  said 
Will,  after  reciting  that  by  the  now  stating  testamentary 
Paper  she  made  her  last  Will  and  Testament,  so  far  only 
as  concerned  all  the  Freehold  and  Copyhold  Estates, 
late  the  Property  of  her  late  Brother,  Edward  Lord 
Leigh,  which  descended  or  came  to  her  at  his  death, 
either  in  Possession,  Remainder,  or  Reversion,  and  so 
£air  as  she  had,  by  Law  or  Equity,  the  Right  or  Power  to 
devise  or  di^ose  of  the  same,  that  is  to  say,  she  gave 
and  devised  all  the  Freehold  Abbeys,  Parks,  Manors, 
Lands,  Tenements,  Tithes  and  Hereditaments,  and  all 
the  Copyhold  Estates  late  of  her  said  late  BroAer,  of 
which  he  was  seised  or  entitled  in  Possession  or  Re- 
mainder, Reversion  or  Expectancy,  to  Robert  Atngusius 
Johnson,  Esquire,  bis  Heirs  and  Assigns,  to  the  use  of 
Joseph  Hill,  Esquire,  his  Executors,  Administratofs  or 
AssigA9,  for  the  Term  of  One  Thousand  Years,  to  be 
computed  firom  the  day  of  the  decease  of  the  Testa- 
trix, but  nevertheless  in  Trust  for  the  purposes  therein- 
after decl^e<|  coiHveming  the  said  Term ;  and,  suligecl 
to  the  said  term  of  one  thousand  years,  to  the  use  of 
the  said  Revereud  Thomas  Leigh,  and  his  Assigns,  for 
life,  ai^  from  wA  inunediately  after  his  decease  to 
the  use  of  James  Leigh  Perrott,  and  his  Assigns,  for 
Life ;  and,  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of 
the  Survivor  of  them  the  said  Thomas  Leigh  and  Janu^ 
Leigh  Perrott,  to  the  use  and  intent  that  —  Leigh, 
Brother  of  the  said  James  Leigh  Perrott,  might  receive^ 
out  of  the  Rents  and  Profits  of  the  said  Premises,  the 
yearly  Rent  or  Sum  of  200  /.,  during  his  Life,  to  com- 
meuce  from  the  death  of  the   Survivor  of   the 


V. 
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James  Leigh  and  James  Leigh  Perrott\  and,  subject  as  1827. 

aforesaid,  to  the  use  of  James  Henry  Leigh,  Esquire,  " 

and  his  Assigns,  for  his  Life;  and,  from  and  immedi-         Leigh 
ately  after  the  determination  of  that  Estate,  by  for- 
feiture or  otherwise,  during  the  Life  of  the  said  James 
Henry  Leigh,  to  the  use  of  Robert  Augustus  Johnson 
and  his  Heirs,  during  the  Life  of  the  said  James  Henry 
Leigh,  in  Trust,  to  preserve  contingent  Remainders 
thereinafter  limited ;  and,  from  and  immediately  After  the 
decease  of  the  said  James  Henry  Leigh,  to  the  use  of  the 
first  Son  of  the  body  of  the  said  James  Henry  Leigh 
and  the  Heirs  Male  of  the  body  of  such  first  Son,  and, 
for  want  of  such  Issue,  to  the  use  of  the  second,  third, 
and  fourth,  and  all  and  every  other  the  Son  and  Sons 
of  the  body  of  the  said  James  Henry  Leigh,  succes- 
sively, as  they  should  be  in  order  of  birth,  and  the 
Heirs  Male  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  such  Sons  suc- 
cessively, with  divers  Remainders  over:  That,  at  the 
time  the  Reverend  Thomas  Leigh,  James  Henry  Leigh, 
and    Joseph    Hill,    procured    the    Honourable    Mary 
Leigh  to  execute  her    said  will,  they   knew  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled,  under  the  limitations  in  the  Tes- 
tator's Will,  to  the  devised  Premises  and  Estates  upon 
the  death  of  the  honourable  Mary  Leigh,  in  case  she 
should  die  without  leaving  any  Issue ;  and  that  the  said 
Reverend  Thomas  Leigh,  James  Henry  Leigh,  and  Joseph 
Hill,  procured  the  honourable  Mary   Leigh  to  make 
her  said  Will  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  Plain- 
tiff of  the  said  devised  Estates,  and  to  prevent  the 
Plaintiff  from  establishing  his  Title  to  the  same  Estates : 
That  the  said  Mary  Leigh  died  on  the  2nd  of  July  1806 
without  having  been  married,  and  without  leaving  Issue ; 
and  that  the  soid  Anne  Hackett  having  died  without 
Issue  in  the  Lifetime  of  the  honourable  Mary  Leigh, 
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1B27.  the  said  Estates  devised  by  the  Testator's  Will  became, 

*        ^        '     at  the  death  of  the  honourable  Mary  Leigh,  vested, 

Leigh  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  limitations  contained  in  the 

.     *  Testator's  WilL  in  the  person  who  then  answered  the 

Leigh.  ^ 

description  of  the  first  and  nearest  of  the  Testator's 
kindred,  being  male,  and  of  his  name  and  blood :  That 
the  late  Sir  Thomas  Leigh,  the  first  Baron  Leigh,  and 
one  of  the  ancestors  of  the  Testator,  died  in  the  Month 
of  February  1671 ;  and  that  the  said  Thomas,  the  first 
Lord  Leigh,  had  five  Sons  ;  John  Leigh,  his  eldest  Son, 
Sir  Thomas  Leigh,   Knight,  his   second   Son,   Charles 
Leigh,  his  third  Son,  Christopher  Leigh,  his  fourth  Son, 
and  Ferdinand  Leigh,  his  fifth  Son ;  that  John  Leigh, 
eldest  Son  of  the  first  Lord  Leigh,  died  an  Infant,  and 
without  having  been  married ;   and   that  Sir  Thomas 
Leigh,  the  second  Son,  died  in  the  life-time  of  the  said 
first  Lord  Leigh,  but  having  left  one  only   Son  and 
Heir-at-law,  namely,  Thomas,  who  upon  the  death  of 
his  Grandfather  the  first  Lord  Leigh,  in  1671,  became 
the   second   Lord  Leigh:   That   the   said  Thomas,  the 
second  Lord  Leigh,  had  four  Sons  (that  is  to  say) 
Thomas  Leigh,  Edward  Leigh,  Charles  Leigh,  and  Lewis 
Leigh ;  and  that  the  said  Thomas  Leigh,  Lewis  Leigh, 
and  Charles  Leigh,  died  unmarried,  and  without  Issue : 
That  the  said  7%oma5,  the  second  Lord  Leigh,  died  in  or 
about  the  Month  of  October  1710,  leaving  his  said  Son 
Edward  Leigh,  who  thereupon  became  the  third  Lord 
Leigh :  That  the  said  Edward,  third  Lord  Leigh,  had 
two  Sons  (that  is  to  say)  Edward  Leigh,  who  died  un- 
married and  without  Issue,   and  Thomes  Leigh,  who 
became,  on  the  death  of  his  Father,  which  happened 
in  the  Month  of  March  1737-8,  the  fourth  Lordl^fgA: 
That  the  said  Thomas,  fourth  Lord  Leigh,  had  three 
Sons  (that  is  to  say)  Thomas  Leigh  and  Thomas  Leigh, 
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who  both  died  Infants^  and  without  leaving  any  Issue;  1827. 

and  the  Testator  Edward,  who  became,  on  the  death  of 
his  Father  in  the  Month  of  November  1749,  the  fifth 
Lord  Leigh :  That  the  said  Testator  died  unmarried,  and  .  "' 
without  Issue,  whereupon  the  Issue  Male  of  the  said 
Thomas  first  Lord  Leigh,  descended  from  the  body  of 
the  said  Sir  Thomas  Leigh,  his  second  Son,  became  ex- 
tinct :  Thai  Charles  Leigh,  the  third  Son  of  Thomas,  first 
Lord  Leigh,  died  in  the  year  1704,  without  Issue,  and 
that  Ferdinand  Leigh,  the  fifth  Son  of  the  first  Lord  Leigh, 
also  died  unmarried  and  without  Issue,  in  the  lifetime 
of  his  Father  the  first  Lord  Leigh :  That  Christopher 
Leigh,  the  fourth  Son  of  the  first  Lord  Leigh,  had  three 
Sons,  (that  is  to  say)  Roger  Leigh,  his  first  and  eldest 
Son ;  Ferdinand  Leigh,  and  Thomas  Leigh  ;  and  that  the 
said  Christopher  Leigh  died  in  the  month  of  September 
1672  :  That  the  said  Roger  Leigh,  the  eldest  Son  of  the 
said  Christopher  Leigh,  had  one  Son,  namely,  James 
Leigh,  and  that  the  said  Roger  Leigh  died  in  the  year 
1702  :  That  the  said  James  Leigh  had  Issue  Robert 
Leigh,  his  Son  and  Heir-at-law;  and  that  the  said 
James  Leigh  died  in  the  year  1709  :  That  the  said  Robert 
Leigh  had  Issue  James  Leigh,  his  Son  and  H^ir-at-Iaw ; 
and  that  the  said  Robert  Leigh  died,  in  May  1785  :  That 
the  said  James  Leigh  had  Issue  the  Plaintiff;  and  that 
the  said  James  Leigh  died  in  the  Month  of  May  1788 ; 
and  that  the  Plaintifi*  was  the  first  and  nearest  of  the 
Testator's  kindred,  being  male  and  of  his  name  and 
blood,  and  that  was  living  at  the  death  of  the  honour- 
able Mary  Leigh ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  then  became 
and  was  entitled  to  the  said  devised  Estates,  as  Tenant 
in  Tail  thereof,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  Testator's 
Will :  That  the  honourable  Mary  Leigh  having  devised 
the  Estates  by  her  Will  as  aforesaid,   the  Reverend 
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1827.  Thomas  Leigh  in  her  Will  named,  entered  into  posses- 

sion of  the  Estates,  and  received  the  Rents  thereof,  and 
continued  in  such  possession  for  about  four  years,  when 
the  last-named  Thomas  Leigh  delivered  up  the  possession 
of  the  devised  Estates  to  James  Henry  Leigh,  to  whom 
the  honourable  Mary  Leigh  devised  the  Estates  for  his 
Life  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  James  Henry  Leigh  had  evet 
since  been  and  then  was  in  the  possession  of  the  devised 
Estates,  or  in  the  receipt  of  the  Rents  and  Profits  there- 
of:  That  the  Reverend  Thomas  Leigh,  James  Leigh 
Perrot,  and  — ^  Leigh  his  Brother,  have  departed  this 
life :  That  Joseph  Hill,  to  whom  the  honourable  Mary 
Leigh  devised  the  said  Estates  for  a  term  of  1000  years, 
was  dead  ;  and  that  he  had  made  his  Will,  whereof  he 
appointed  Hill  Mortimer,  Executor,  and  who  claimed 
to  have  an  interest  in  the  devised  Estates,  in  respect  of 
the  term  of  1000  years,  as  HilPs  personal  Representa- 
tive :  That  James  Henry  Leigh  was  descended  from 
one  of  the  brothers  of  the  Grandfather  of  1%omas  the 
first  Lord  Leigh :  Thdit  James  Henry  Leigh  was  married, 
and  had  Issue  a  Son,  named  Chandos  Leigh,  who 
claimed,  under  the  limitations  contained  in  the  Will 
of  the  honourable  Mary  Leigh,  to  be  entitled  to  an 
Estate-tail  in  the  Estates  devised  by  the  Testator 
Edward  Lord  Leigh,  expectant  on  the  death  of  James 
Henry  Leigh :  That  James  Henry  Leigh  had,  since  be 
had  been  in  possession  of  the  devised  Estates,  re- 
ceived the  Rents  to  the  amount  of  500,000  L,  and  cut 
down  and  used  a  large  quantity  of  Timber  on  the  Es- 
tates; and  that  he  had  removed  the  Monument  of 
Christopher  Leigh  from  the  Church  at  Stoneleigh,  and 
carried  away,  concealed  or  destroyed,  divers  Family 
Memorials,  &c.  which  would  have  been  Evidence  of  the 
Plaintifl^'s  Pedigree ;  and  that  James  Henry  Leigh  had 
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in  his  custody  divers  Deeds,  8cc.,  by  which  it  would  ap- 
pear that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  devised  Es- 
tates :  That  the  Plaintiff  had  not,  until  very  lately,  been 
able  to  procure  Evidence  of  his  relationship  to  the 
Testator,  and  of  his  Title  to  the  devised  Estates,  by 
reason  of  James  Henry  heigh  destroying  and  concealing 
such  Evidence ;  and  that  James  Henry  Leigh  had  pre- 
vailed upon  Persons,  in  whom  the  legal  Estate  of  the 
term  of  500  Years  was  then  vested,  to  make  an  Assign- 
ment of  the  Term  to  or  in  Trust  for  him ;  and  that  the 
Defendants  threatened,  in  case  the  Plaintiff  should  pro- 
ceed at  Law  to  recover  Possession  of  the  devised 
Estates  comprised  in  the  term,  to  set  up  the  term  of 
500  Years,  in  order  to  defeat  the  plaintiff  from  trying 
his  Title  to  the  devised  Estates. 

The  Bill  prayed  that  the  Defendants  might  make  a 
discovery  of  the  matters  aforesaid;  and  might  be  re- 
strained from  setting  up  the  term  of  500  years ;  and 
that  James  Henry  Leigh  might  be  also  restrained  from 
cutting  down  any  Timber  Trees  upon  the  devised 
Estates. 

On  the  17th  of  May  i8i2i,  the  Defendant,  Chandos 
I^g^t  put  in  a  plea  to  the  Bill,  by  which  he  averred 
that  Edward  Lord  Leigh  was  not,  and  did  not  claim  to 
be,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  seised,  or  otherwise  well 
eiititled  in  fee,  to  any  Freehold  Abbeys,  Parks, 
Manors,  Messuages,  Farms,  Lands,  Tenements  or 
Hereditaments,  n  the  Counties  of  Suffolk  and  North- 
ampton^  or  either  of  them,  or  elsewhere,  other  than  in 
the  Counties  of  Warwick,  Leicester^  Stafford,  Bedford, 
Buckingham  and  Chester :  That,  in  and  prior  to  the 
month  of  November  1806,  the  Reverend  Thomas  Leigh 
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was  seised  in  possession  of  the  Freehold  Estates  or 
Hereditaments  after  described,  situate  in  the  Counties 
of  Warwick,  Leicester,  Stafford,  Bedford,  Buckingham 
and  Chester,  which  were  the  only  Freehold  Abbeys, 
Parks,  Manors,  Messuages,  Farms,  Lands,  Tenements, 
and  Hereditaments  whereof  Edward  Lord  Leigh  was, 
or  claimed  to  be,  seised  or  well  entitled  in  fee  at  the 
time  of  his  death  :  That  the  said  Thomas  Leigh  being  so 
seised,  he  and  James  Leigh  Perrot  and  the  Defendant, 
James  Henry  Leigh,  executed  Indentures  of  Lease  and 
Release,  bearing  date  respectively  the  3d  and  4th  days 
of  November  1806,  the  Indenture  of  Release  being 
made  between  the  Reverend  Thomas  Leigh,  James  Leigh 
Perrot,  and  Jane  his  Wife,  the  Defendant  James  Henry 
Leigh  and  the  honourable  Juiia  Judith,  his  Wife,. of 
the  first  part,  George  Kinderley  and  William  Domville,  of 
the  second  part,  and  Joseph  Hill  and  Thomas  Grraham,  of 
the  third  part,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  Mary  Leigh 
had  made  her  Will,  whereby  she  gave  certain  Here- 
ditaments therein  described  to  the  use  of  Robert 
Augustus  Johnson,  his  Heirs  and  Assigns,  to  the  use 
of  the  said  Thomas  Leigh,  and  his  Assigns,  for  his 
Life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  James  Leigh  Perrot^ 
and  his  Assigns,  for  Life,  with  Remainder,  after  the 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  Thomas  Leigh  and  James 
Leigh  Perrot,  to  the  intent  that  l^gK  bro- 

ther of  James  Leigh  Perrot,  might  receive,  out  of  the 
Rents,  the  yearly  sum  of  200/.,  and,  subject  thereto, 
to  the  use  of  James  Henry  Leigh,  and  his  Assigns, 
for  his  life  \  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Robert 
Augustus  Johnson  and  his  Heirs,  during  the  Life  of  the 
said  James  Henry  Leigh,  in  trust  to  preserve  contin- 
gent Remainders;  with  Remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first 
and  other  Sons  of  Jatnes  Henry  Leigh,  successivelyi  in 
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Tail-male^  with  divers  Remainders  over,  with  the  ulti- 
mate Remainder  or  Reversion  to  the  use  of  the  Heirs 
Male  of  Mary  Leigh :  It  was  witnessed  that  Thomas 
heigh,  James  Leigh  Perrot,  and  the  Defendant  James 
Henry  Leigh^  conveyed  to  Kinderley  and  Domville,  and 
their  Heirs,  all  the  Manors  and  other  Hereditaments 
situate  in  the  six  last-mentioned  Counties,  which  were 
formerly  the  Estate  of  Freehold  and  Inheritance  of 
Edward  Lord  Leigh,  deceased,  and  since  of  Mary  Leigh, 
or  whereof  or  wherein  Thomas  Leigh  and  James  Leigh 
Perrot  and  the  Defendant  James  Henry  Leigh,  had 
any  Estate  of  Freehold  and  Inheritance  in  Possession, 
Reversion,  Remainder  or  Expectancy,  under  the  therein- 
recited  Wills,  or  either  of  them :  And  they  covenanted 
to  levy,  to  Kinderley  and  Domville,  six  Fines  sur  comL^ 
zance  de  droit  come  ceo,  &c.  with  Proclamations  of  such 
of  the  Hereditaments  comprised  in  the  Indenture  of 
release  as  were  Freehold  of  Inheritance,  to  the  intent 
that  Kinderley  and  Domville  might  become  Tenants  of 
the  Freehold  and  Inheritance  of  the  same  Hereditaments, 
in  order  that  six  common  Recoveries  might  be  thereof 
suffered,  in  which  Recoveries  Thomas  Leigh,  James 
Leigh  Perrott,  and  the  Defendant  James  Henry  Leigh, 
were  to  be  vouched,  and  were  to  vouch  over  the  conmiou 
vouchees :  And  it  was  declared  that  the  Indenture  of 
Release,  Recoveries  and  Fines,  should  enure  to  such 
Uses,  upon  and  for  such  Trusts,  Intents  and  Purposes, 
and  with,  under  and  subject  to  such  Powers,  Provisos, 
Declarations  and  Conditions  as  were  expressed  and 
declared  concerning  the  same  by  the  therein-recited 
Will  q(Mafy  Leigh,  and  for  the  purpose  of  confirming 
the  Devises  and  Limitations,  contained  in  that  Will, 
concerning  the  Freehold  Estates  thereby  devised. 
The   Plea  further  averred  that  in  47th  Geo.  3.   the 
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Fines  were  levied  accordingly ;  and  that  in  the  same 
year  five  common  Recoveries  were  suffered,  as  agreed 
Leigh  ^y  ^jj^  Indenture  of  Release/  of  such  of  the  Heredi- 
,   ^'  taments  as  were  situate  in  the  Counties  of  Warwicky 

Leigh 

Leicester,  Stafford,    Bedford^    and   Buckingham:  And 

that,  prior  to  July  1812,  the  Defendant,  James  Henry 
Leigh  purchased  from  Janies  Leigh  Perrott  all  the  In- 
terest of  the  said  James  Leigh  Perrott  in  the  said  Here- 
ditaments comprised  in  the  Indentures  of  Lease  and 
Release ;  and  that  James  Leigh  Perrott  duly  conveyed 
to  the  Defendant  James  Henry  Leigh  all  his  Interest  in 
the  said  Hereditaments  and  Premises  accordingly : 
That  the  Defendant  Chandos  Leigh  attained  his  age  of 
twenty-one  Years  prior  to  the  Month  of  July  1812; 
and  that,  by  Indentures  of  Lease  and  Release,  dated  the 
30th  and  31st  of  July  1812,  the  Release  being  made 
between  the  said  Thomas  Leigh,  the  Defendant  James 
Henry  Leigh,  and  the  Defendant  Chandos  Leigh,  of 
the  first  part;  Kinderley  and  Domville,  of  the  second 
part;  and  Thomas  Graham  and  William  Bentham,  of 
the  third  part ;  the  Parties  of  the  first  part  conveyed, 
to  the  Parties  of  the  second  Part  and  their  Heirs,  such 
parts  of  the  said  Hereditaments  as  were  situate  in  the 
county  of  Chester,  to  make  them  Tenants  to  the  Free- 
hold and  Inheritance  of  the  same  Premises,  in  order 
that  a  common  Recovery  might  be  thereof  suffered  in 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Chester,  which  should 
enure  to  such  uses  as  Thomas  Leigh,  the  Defendant, 
Jamei  Henry  Leigh,  and  the  Defendant  Chandos  Leigh, 
should  in  manner  therein  mentioned  appoint,  and,  in 
default  thereof,  to  the  use  of  Thomas  Leigh,  for  Life, 
with  Remainder  to  such  Uses  as  the  Defendant,  J^tmes 
Henry  Leigh,  and  the  Defendant,  Chandos  LeigA,  should 
in  manner  therein  mentioned  appoint ;  and,  in  default 
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thereof,  to  the  use  of  the  Defendant,  James  Henry 
Leigh  for  Life,  and,  after  his  decease,  to  such  Uses  as 
the  Defendant,  Chandos  Leigh,  after  the  deaths  of 
Thomas  Leigh^  and  the  Defendant  James  Henry  Leigh 
should  in  manner  therein  mentioned  appoint,  and,  in 
the  mean  time,  to  the  Use  of  the  Defendant  Chandos 
Leigh,  in  Tail  general,  with  Remainder  to  the  Use  of 
the  right  Heirs  of  the  Defendant,  James  Henry  Leigh : 
That  a  common  Recovery  was  suffered  in  pursuance  of 
the  last-mentioned  Indenture  :  That,  for  further  perfect- 
ing the  title  of  Thomas  Leigh  and  the  Defendants, 
James  Henry  Leigh,  and  Chandos  Leigh,  to  the  said 
Hereditaments  (amongst  others)  Indentures  of  Lease 
and  Release,  dated  the  4th  and  5th  days  of  November, 
1812,  made  between  the  Rev.  Thomas  Leigh,  of  the  first 
part,  the  Defendant,  James  Henry  Leigh,  of  the  second 
part,  the  Defendant,  Chandos  Leigh,  therein  described 
as  being  (as  he  averred  in  fact  he  was)  the  only  Son 
and  Heir  Apparent  of  the  Defendant  James  Henry 
Lleigh,  of  the  third  part,  Kinderley  ^mi  Domville,  of  the 
fourth  part,  Graham  and  Bentham,  of  the  fifth  part, 
and  George  Talbot,  the  Rev.  TTieophilus  Leigh  Cook,  and 
Inward  Hyde  East,  Esq.,  of  the  sixth  part.  It  was  wit- 
nessed, that  Thomas  Leigh,  the  Defendant,  James  Henry 
Leigh,  and,  the  Defendant  Chandos  Leigh,  and  by  their 
direction,  l^homas  Graham,  conveyed  to  Kinderley  and 
Domville  the  Hereditaments  and  Premises  in  the  Coun- 
ties of  Warwick,  Leicester,  Stafford,  Bedford  and 
Buckingham,  to  make  them  Tenants  of  the  Freehold 
and  Inheritance  of  the  same,  in  order  that  five  common 
Recoveries  thereof  might  be  had  :  And,  by  the  same 
Indenture,  Thomas  Leigh,  the  Defendant  James  Henry 
Leigh,  and  the  Defendant  Chandos  Leigh,  appointed 
that  the  Hereditaments  in  the  county  of  Chester,  com- 
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prised  in  the  Indentures  of  the  30th  and  318!  of  Jnh 
1812,  and  the  Recovery^  should  enure  to  the  Uses  anq 
Trusts  in  the  Indenture  of  the  5th  November  1813, 
mentioned:  And  it  was  thereby  declared  that,  after 
the  suffering  of  the  common  Recoveries  as  well  the 
last-mentioned  Indenture,  as  the  Recoveries  and  all 
other  Fines  and  Assurances  had  or  to  be  had  of  the 
same  Hereditaments,  should  enure,  and  also  that 
as  well  the  Indentures  of  the  30th  and  3i8t  of  July 
1812,  and  the  Recovery  suffered  in  pursuance  thereof 
of  the  Hereditaments  in  the  county  of  Chester^  as  also 
the  aforesaid  appointment  of  the  same  Premises,  and  all 
Fines,  Conveyances  and  Assurances  whatsoever,  there- 
tofore had  or  thereafter  to  be  had,  of  the  same  He- 
reditaments, should  enure  to  such  Uses  and  Estates 
as  Thomas  Leigh,  the  Defendant  James  Henry  Leigh, 
and  the  Defendant  Chandos  Leigh,  should  jointly  ap- 
point ;  and,  in  default  thereof,  to  the  Use  of  Thomas 
Leigh  for  his  Life ;  with  Remainder  to  such  Uses  as  the 
Defendants  James  Henry  Leigh,  and  Chandi»  Leigh, 
after  the  death  of  Thomas  Leigh,  should  in  manner  in 
the  same  Indenture  mentioned  jointly  appoint;  and 
in  the  mean  time  to  the  Use  of  the  Defendant  James 
Henry  Leigh  for  Life ;  with  Remainder  to  the  Use  of 
Kinderley  and  Domville  and  their  Heirs,  during  the  Life 
of  the  Defendant  James  Henry  Leigh,  upon  Trust,  to 
preserve  contingent  Remainders ;  and,  after  the  decease 
of  the  Survivor  of  Thomas  Leigh,  and  the  Defendant 
J/imes  Henry  Leigh,  to  such  Uses  as  the  Defendant 
Chandos  I^eigh,  in  case  of  his  surviving  Thomas  Leigh 
and  James  Henry  Leigh,  should,  in  manner  in  the  same 
Indenture  mentioned,  appoint ;  with  Remainder  to  the 
Use  of  the  Defendant  Chandos  I^eigh,  in  Tail  Male; 
with  Reniainder  to  the  Use  of  the  secopd  an4  ot)ij?r 
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Sons  of  the  Defendant  Chandos  Leigh  successively  in  I'Sa?, 

Tail  Male,  with  Remainder  to  the  Use  of  his  Daughters     '        "" ' 

successively  in  Tail  Male;  with  Remainder  to  the  Use         Leigh 

of  such  one  or  more  of  the  Daughters  of  the  Defendant  ^  ^' 

Leigx 
James  Henry  Leigh,  as  he  should  appoint;  and  in  default 

of  appointment,  to  the  Use  of  the  first  and  other  Daugh- 
ters of  the  Defendant  James  Henry  Leigh,  in  Tail  ge- 
neral; with  Remainder  to  the  Use  of  the  Defendant 
Chandos  Leigh  and  his  Heirs.  The  Plea  further  averred 
that,  in  pursuance  of  the  last-mentioned  Indenture  of 
Release,  five  Recoveries  were  suffered,  in  Michaelmas 
Term  1813,  of  the  Hereditaments  situate  in  the  Coun- 
ties of  Warwick,  Leicester,  Stafford,  Bedford,  and  Buck" 
ingham,  in  which  Thomas  Leigh,  and  the  Defendant 
James  Henry  Leigh,  and  the  Defendant  Chandos  Leigh, 
were  vouched,  and  vouched  over  the  common  Vouchees : 
That  Thomas  Leigh  died  in  the  year  1813  ;  and  that,  by 
force  of  the  said  Fine,  with  Proclamations  and  other 
AssTirances,  James  Henry  Leigh  had,  ever  since  the  death 
of  Thomas  Leigh,  been  and  then  was  seised  in  posses- 
sion of  the  Hereditaments  in  the  Counties  of  Warwick, 
Leicester,  Stafford,  Bedford,  Buckingham  and  Chester : 
That,  to  the  best  of  his,  the  Defendant  Chandos  Leigh* s, 
belief,  the  Plaintiff  was  at  the  time  the  said  fines  were 
levied  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  compos  mentis, 
and  at  large,  and  out  of  prison,  and  within  the  four  seas ; 
and  that  the  Plaintiff'  did  not,  within  five  years  of  the 
Proclamations  made  upon  the  said  fines  respectively, 
and  which  were  duly  had  and  made  according  to  the 
forms  of  the  statutes  in  those  cases  made,  or  at  any 
time  after,  otherwise  than  by  his  bill,  and  which 
was  filed  on  or  about  the  13th  of  October  1820, 
prosecute  any  claim  to  the  said  premises,  or  any  part 
thereof,  by  action  or  otherwise;  so  that  the  Plaintiff' 
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was  barred  of  all  claim  to  the  said  premises^  by  fbrc^  of 
the  fines  with  Proclamations  thereupon  and  non-claims 
as  aforesaid^  as  also  by  force  and  virtue  of  the  several 
other  conveyances  and  assurances  before  mentioned : 
wherefore  the  Defendant  pleaded  the  several  matters 
before  mentioned  in  bar  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  sought 
reliefer  discovery  in  respect  of  the  Freehold  IiAudsand 
Hereditaments  in  the  bill  mentioned^  other  than  Free- 
hold Landd  in  the  Counties  of  Suffolk  and  NorUuua^Um. 
And,  as  to  so  much  of  the  Bill  as  prayed  relief  or  dis- 
covery in  respect  of  any  Copyhold  Tenementi^  the 
Defendant  pleaded  in  bar  thereto,  and  averwl  th»ju 
Edward  Lord  heigh  at  the  time  of  his  deatli  did  not 
claim,  and  was  not  seised  of,  or  otherwise  well  entitled 
to,  any  Copyhold  Tenements,  which  he  had  surxendered 
to  the  use  of  his  Will :  and,  as  to  so  much  of  the  Bill 
as  prayed  any  relief  or  discovery  in  respect  of  any  Real 
Estate,  not  being  Freehold  or  Copyhold,  the  Defendant 
pleaded  in  bar  thereto,  and  averred  that  Edifiardl^idt 
Leigh,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  did  Aot. claims  ^^^  ^'^^ 
not  seised  of,  or  otherwise  well  entitled^  ia  fee,  tp  any 
Real  Estate  not  being  Freehold  or  Copyhold. 

Mr.  Home,  Mr.  Shadwell^  and  Mr.  Koe^  in  support 
of  the  Plea; — 

The  question  between  the  parties  is  entirely  a  legal, 
one,  except  as  to  the  right  to  remove  the  outstanding; 
term.    The  defence  is  a  Fine  with  Proclamations,  a^.a^ 
bar  to  the  Title  of  the  plaintiff;  and  it  cannot  bc^  deiu^. 
that  a  Fine  vrith  Proclamations  must,  in  all  cas^s,  be  a 
complete  and  absolute  bar  to  all  legal  Title  that  tl^ 
Plaintiff  can  assert;  and,  therefore,  to  any  specjes  of . 
relief  that  this  Court  can  give.  If  the  legal  Title  is  gone, 
this  Court  will  not  remove  a  term.   Lord  Redesdale  says : 
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<'  A  plea  of  a  Fine  and  Non-claim,  though  a  legal  bar^ 
18  equally  good  in  Equity,  provided  it  is  pleaded  with 
proper  averments/'  (a). 

The  Vice-Chancelloe  : — 

As  at  present  advised^  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  plea 
can  not  be  supported.  The  Bill  is  filed  by  a  person 
claiming  Title  at  Law  to  the  Estates  of  the  late  Lord 
Leigh.  Lord  Ldgh,  by  his  Will,  created  a  term  of  500 
years,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  money  for  payment  of 
his  Debts^  ll^gacies^  8&c. ;  and,  subject  to  that  term, 
made  legal  limitations  of  his  Estates^  which  we  may 
consider  as  determined^  unless  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
under  one  of  them.  SuflScient  is  stated  in  the  Bill  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  colour  of  Title  to  the 
l^tates*  The  Plaintiff  states  that  the  term  is  satisfied, 
aod  accounts  for  the  extinction  of  all  the  intermediate 
Limitations ;  and  he  also  states  that  he  is  desirous  ofr 
trying  his  title  at  Law,  but  that,  by  reason  of  the  out- 
stai^diug  Term,  he  is  unable  to  go  to  trial.  It  is  a  dear 
principle  that,  if  there  is  a  Term  prior  to  legal  limitations, 
and  the  purposes  of  the  tenn  are  satisfied,  the  Termor 
is  a  Trustee  for  the  person  who  under  the  legal  Limita* 
tions  is  entitled  to  the  Estate.  Now  the  Plaintiff  asks 
no  relief,  except  that:  the  Termor  shall  not  be  permitted 
to  interpose  the  Tprm  to  prevent  the  trial  of  the  legal, 
question,  whether,  under  thelimitations  of  the  Wil^  thei 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  Estates.  The  Defendant  in; 
tlu;ii  Case  has  pleaded  fines  and  recoveries  and.pos^ 
session  under  them  for  a  sufficient  time  to  bar  the 
Plaintiff's  claim..  Now,  if  thefines  and  recoveries  have: 
produced  the  intepded  effect,  the  Termor  is  a  Trustee. 
f9r  the  Defendant ;  but  if  not,  a  Court  of  Equity  is , 

(fl)  Treat.  Plead.  204. 
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bound  to  say  to  the  Termor  that,  as  between  two  persons 
claiming  an  Estate  by  a  legal  Title,  he  shall  stand  neuter. 
The  Bill  asks  no  other  relief  than  to  prevent  the  Assignee 
y     '  of  the  Term,  who  is,  as  it  were,  a  stakeholder,  from  inter- 

posingto  prevent  the  trial  of  the  real  right.  The  Defendant 
at  the  trial  of  the  ejectment  may  plead  the  Fines  and 
non-claim.  But  a  Termor  is  always  a  Trustee  for  the 
real  owner  of  the  Estate ;  and  a  Court  of  Equity  will 
always  prevent  him  from  setting  up  the  term.  If  the 
Bill  had  prayed  for  delivery  of  possession,  an  account 
of  rents  and  profits,  or  any  other  species  of  Equitable 
relief,  I  should  have  considered  whether  the  plea  con- 
tained a  sufiicient  legal  defence. 

Argument  for  the  Defendant  continued: — Those  who  set 
up  the  Fine  and  non-claim  have  got  a  good  Title  against 
all  the  world  except  those  who  claim  under  the  term. 
But  your  Honor's  observations  would  make  it  impossi- 
ble for  a  person  who  had  levied  a  Fine  to  avail  himself 
of  it  in  any  case  where  there  is  a  term.  The  creation 
of  this  term  is  referred  to  a  person  who  was,  or  claimed 
to  be,  seised  in  fee.  It  amounts  only  to  an  allegation 
that  there  was  or  was  not  a  term.  Besides,  the  Bill 
states  that  the  term  has  been  assigned  to  James  Henry 
Leigh ;  now,  as  he  is  seised  of  the  Freehold,  the  term  is 
merged,  and  therefore  no  such  teim  now  exists.  [The 
Vice-chancellor  : — If  that  be  so,  you  cannot  be  pre- 
judiced by  having  the  term  removed]. — A  plea  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  has  been  allowed  to  a  bill  for 
discovery,  and  to  prevent  the  setting  up  of  outstanding 
terms,  on  the  ground  that  the  Statute  was  a  good  defence 
at  Law.  Jermy  v.  Best{b).  And,  on  the  same  principle, 
pleas  of  other  matters  have  been  allowed  to  BiUb  of 

(P)  See  post.  373. 
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diBcovery,  Sutton  v.  Earl  of  Scarborough  (c),  Baillie 
▼.  Sibbald  (d),  Mendizabel  v.  Machado  (e),  and  Gait 
F.  Osbaldeston  (/).  Leigh 

Mr.  Sugden,  and  Mr.  Treslove,  for  the  PlaintilT: — 

Where  a  Bill  is  filed  for  discovery  and  not  for  relief, 
the  Defendant  cannot  plead  matter  which  would  be  a 
good  defence  at  Law.  Hindman  v.  Taylor  (g)  decides 
the  very  point.  If,  where  the  plaintiff  in  a  Bill  of  dis- 
covery states  that  he  is  trying  to  establish  his  Title 
before  another  Court,  which  is  the  proper  tribunal  for 
deciding  upon  his  claims,  a  Court  of  Equity  were  to 
allow  the  Defendant  to  plead  matter  which  would  be  a 
good  defence  at  Law,  it  would  then  have  to  determine 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  legal  defence,  and  would  take 
upon  itself  the  decision  of  a  legal  question.  If  the  Court 
were  to  allow  this  plea,  it  would  have  to  enter  into  the 
discussion  of  the  operation  of  these  fines ;  and  it  would 
not  decide  upon  the  subject  without  taking  the  opinion 
of  a  Court  of  Law ;  and  would  thus  do  indirectly,  what 
the  Plaintiff  seeks  in  the  first  instance. 

Mr.  Koe,  in  reply  : — 

'nie  Case  of  Hindman  v.  Taylor  has  been  over-ruled 
by  Mendizabel  v.  Machado.  The  Lord  Chancellor's  de* 
cision  in  Gait  v.  Osbaldeston  is  peculiarly  applicable  to 
the  present  Case. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  Case,  stripped  of  technicalities,  is  this  :  Lord 
Leigh,  being  seised  in  possession  of  Estates  in  various 

(c)  9  Yen.  71.  (d)  15  Ves.  185.        (e)  ^ii/f,68. 

(/)  5  Madd.  4q8,  over-ruled  on  appeal  by  Ld.  £)ldon,  C. 
I  Rubs.  158. 

(g)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  7. 
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Counties^  devised  them  to  Tnistees  for  a  term  of  years 
for  payment  of  his  Debts  and  other  purposes,  which  have 
been  all  satisfied ;  and,  subject  to  the  term,  he  gave  those 
Estates  to  certain  individuals  for  their  Lives,  and  to  their 
Issue-male,  after  their  deaths ;  and,  on  failure  of  those 
Limitations,  to  the  person  who  should  answer  the  de- 
scription of  the  first  and  nearest  of  his  kindred,  being 
male,  and  of  his  name  and  blood.  The  Plaintiff  alleges 
that  all  the  prior  Limitations  are  spent ;  and  that  he  is 
the  person  who  answers  this  description,  and  is  there- 
fore  now  entitled  to  the  Estates  :  and  all  the  relief  he 
asks  is,  that  he  may  not  be  prevented,  by  any  use  that 
may  be  made  of  the  term,  from  asserting  his  title  at 
Law ;  and  he  therefore  prays  that  the  Defendant  may 
be  restrained  from  setting  up  the  term  in  bar  of  any' 
action  of  ejectment  that  he  may  bring. 

I  had  apprehended  that  it  was  one  of  the  principles 
of  a  Court  of  Equity  that,  wherever  the  owner  0f  an 
Estate  creates  a  term  for  particular  purposes  and  Itnuts 
his  Estate  in  a  series  of  devises  to  certain  individuals',' 
whoever  is  possessed  of  the  term  after  the  purposes  are 
answered  is  a  Trustee  for  those  who  are  theiti  entitled 
to  the  Estate  so  devised :  and  that,  whether  A.  or  Bl  is 
entitled,  the  termor  is  a  stakeholder  between  the  two ; 
and,  when  it  is  decided  which  of  the  two  is  entitled,  the 
termor  is  a  Trustee  for  the  person  in  whom  the  Court 
of  Law  has  determined  that  the  Estate  is  vested. 

Upon  the  present  record  it  must  be  taken  as  true  that 
the  plaintiff  is  the  person  who,  under  the  limitations  of 
this  Will,  is  entitled  to  recover  at  Law  ;  and  that  the 
Defendant  is  in  possession  adversely  to  the  Plaintiff, 
and  seeks  to  protect  his  possession  by  means  of  the 
term.    The  Defendant,  having  admitted  these  fiiicts. 
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a<^ts  up  this  defence ;  that,  being  in  possession  of  the 
Estates,  he  had  levied  Fines  of  them ;  that  the  five  year's 
non-claim  had  run  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  Leigh 

when  the  fines  were  levied,  was  under  no  legal  disabi- 
lity, and,  consequently  that  the  Defendant  has  acquired 
a  new  and  distinct  Title^  which  enables  him  to  defeat  the 
Plaintiff  at  Law,  and  to  call  upon  a  Court  of  Equity 
to  decide  whether  it  ought  to  give  the  Plaintiff  any 
relief  with  a  view  to  assist  him  to  try  his  Title  at  Law. 
This  is  a  singular  mode  of  dealing  with  the  jurisdiction 
of  a  Court  of  Equity ;  for,  if  the  Court  were  to  take 
cognizance  of  the  question,  whether  these  Fines  and 
non-claim  are,  or  are  not  a  bar,  the  consequence  would 
be,  if  on  argument  it  appeared  that  they  are  vicious  and 
no  bar,  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  plea  being  over-ruled, 
would  have  to  go  again  into  a  Court  of  Law,  and  to  try, 
the  question  a  second  time.  But,  if  the  plaintiff  took 
issue  on  the  plea,  many  facts  might  be  proved  to  nullify 
the  plea.  The  Plaintiff  might  be  able  to  show,  by  ex- 
trinsic matter,  that  the  plea  was  good  for  nothing,  as, 
for  instance,  by  proving  that  there  had  been  an  entry 
within  the  five  years ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  under  age 
when  the  fines  were  levied  ;  that  there  had  been  fraud  in 
levying  them,  or  that  there  were  no  proper  tenants  to 
ihe pradpe  when  the  Recoveries  were  suffered:  and 
having  proved  all  these  facts  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  that 
Court  would  have  only  to  turn  the  plaintiff  back  to  re- 
agitate  all  these  questions  in  a  Court  of  Law,  where  they 
must  ultimately  be  decided.  I  had  long  impressed  my 
mind  with  a  notion  that,  to  this  species  of  Bill,  this 
defence  could  not  be  set  up  ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that 
no  defence  will  hold.  I  am  surprised  to  find.that  there 
is  so  little  of  positive  authority  upon  the  subject.  Lord 
JRedesdale  says :  '^  Courts  of  Equity,  in  many  cases,  will 
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act  as  ancillary  to  the  administration  of  justice  in  other 
Courts,  by  removing  impediments  to  the  fair  decision 
of  a  question.  Thus  if  an  ejectment  is  brought  to  try 
a  right  to  Land  in  a  Court  of  Common  Law,  a  Court  of 
Equity  will  restrain  the  party  in  possession  from  setting 
up  any  title  which  may  prevent  the  fair  trial  of  the  right, 
as  a  term  for  years,  or  other  interest  in  a  Trustee,  Lessee, 
or  Mortgagee  (o)". 

It  was  said,  in  the  argument,  that  if  this  plea  were 
not  allowed,  there  would  be  no  case  in  which  such  a 
defence  could  be  set  up.  Now  Lord  Redesdale  states 
cases  in  which  this  defence  would  be  available ;  for  he 
goes  on  to  say :  *'  But  this  will  not  be  done  in  every 
case  ;  for  as  the  Court  proceeds  upon  the  principle  that 
the  party  in  possession  ought  not,  in  conscience,  to  use 
an  accidental  advantage  to  protect  his  possession  against 
a  real  right  in  his  adversary,  if  there  is  any  circumstance 
which  meets  the  reasoning  upon  this  principle  the 
Court  vrill  not  interfere.  Therefore,  if  the  possessor 
is  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without 
notice  of  the  Title  of  the  claimant,  this  is  a  Title,  in  con- 
science, equal  to  that  of  the  claimant,  and  the  Court 
will  not  restrain  the  possessor  from  using  any  advantage 
he  may  be  able  to  gain  to  defend  his  possession.  It 
can  hardly  appear,  upon  the  face  of  a  bill,  that  the  De- 
fendant is  in  such  a  situation,  and  therefore  the  benefit 
of  this  defence  must  generally  be  taken  by  plea ;  but  if 
the  case  should  be  so  stated,  the  defendant  might  demur; 
because  the  case  stated  would  appear  to  be  such  in 
which  a  Court  of  Equity  ought  not  to  assume  juris* 
diction  (6)." 

(a)  Treat.  Plead.  108.  (b)  Ibid. 
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There  is  another  part  of  this  treatise  which,  by  infer-  ,1807. 

ence,  affirms  the  proposition  which  I  have  laid  down.  ^     ""^ 

In  speaking  of  what  Pleas  may  be  put  in  to  Bills,  the         h^iOH 

MM 

author  says :  "  If  the  judgment  of  a  Court  of  ordinary 
jurisdiction  has.  finally  determined  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  the  judgment  may,  in  general,  be  pleaded  in  bar 
of  a  Bill  in  Equity.  Thus,  where  a  bill  was  brought  by 
a  person  claiming  to  be  Son  and  Heir  of  Joscelin  Earl  . 
of  Leicester^  and  alleged  that  the  Earl,  being  tenant  in 
Tail  of  Estates,  had  suffered  a  recovery,  and  had  de- 
clared the  use  to  himself  and  a  Trustee  in  fee ;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  brought  a  writ  of  right  to  recover  the 
lands,  but  the  Defendant  had  possession  of  the  Title- 
deeds^  and  intended  to  set  up  the  legal  Estate  which 
was  vested  in  the  Trustee ;  and  prayed  a  discovery  of 
the  Deeds,  and  that  the  Defendant  might  be  restrained 
from  setting  up  the  Estate  in  the  Trustee ;  the  De-  « 
fendant  pleaded,  as  to  the  discovery  of  the  Deeds  and 
relief,  judgment  in  her  favour  in  the  writ  of  right ;  and 
averred  that  the  Title  in  the  Trustee,  which  the  bill 
sought  to  have  removed,  had  not  been  given  in  evidence; 
and  the  Plea  was  allowed  (c)." 

The  meaning  of  Lord  Redesdale  is,  that,  if  the  party 
whose  Title  to  an  Estate  is  disputed  has  conveyed  the 
property  to  himself  and  a  Trustee,  and  the  legal  Estate 
is,  by  survivorship,  in  the  Trustee,  the  Court  would 
prevent  that  Estate. from  being  set  iip  in  bar  of  the 
action.  He  then  goes  on  to  show  that  the  interposition 
of  the  Court  was  unnecessary  in  the  Case  cited,  as  the 
writ  of  right  had  been  tried,  and  the  Estate  not  set 
up.  These  passages  are  all  that  I  can  find  upon  the 
subject. 

(c)  Treat,  Plead.  206. 
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There^  is  a  Case  not  reported^  which  came  first  before 
Sir  W.  Grant,  and  afterwards  before  Lord  Eldon-y 
I  mean  Allen  v.  Gwynne.  The  Bdl  was  filed  by  AlltHj 
who  represented  himself  to  be  entitled  by  descent  to  an 
Estate  of  which  the  Defendant  was  in  possession  by 
means  of  a  Will  fraudulently  obtained  firom  the  Plain- 
tifi*'s  ancestor :  and  it  charged  fraud  and  misconduct 
in  those  who  procured  the  Will,  and  also  that  they  had 
by  means  equally  fraudulent  procured  a  Deed  which 
disinherited  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  the  Person  in  pos- 
session had  levied  a  Fine :  and  the  Bill  prayed  that  the 
Defendants  might  be  restrained  firom  setting  up  the 
Fine.  In  that  Bill  the  peculiarity  was,  that  it  did  not 
aver  that  there  was  any  outstanding  term ;  but,  after 
praying  for  the  relief,  a  few  words  were  added,  praying 
that  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  setting 
up  any  out-standing  terms.  The  Defendants,  in  their 
Answer  insisted  on  the  Fine  and  Non-claim  as  a  bar. 
The  Case  came  before  Sir  W.  Grant.  I  was  Counsel 
for  the  Plaintiff,  and»  in  the  result,  obtained  this  decree, 
that  the  Case  should  stand  for  a  twelve-month,  with 
permission  to  the  Plaintiff  to  bring  an  ejectment  to  try 
his  Title  at  Law,  and  the  Defendants  were  not  to  set 
up  any  outstanding  terms.  I  think  that  Sir  Samuel 
RomUly  did  not  object  to  the  form  of  the  Record,  as  to 
the  outstanding  terms,  and  probably  he  thought  a  trial 
at  Law,  at  once,  most  beneficial  to  his  Client.  Sir  W. 
Grant,  however,  would  not  interfere  to  prevent  the 
Defendant  from  availing  himself  of  the  Fine  at  Law. 
This  is,  substantially,  a  decision  in  the  present  Case ; 
for  there  was  in  that  Case  what  was,  in  substance,  a 
Plea  of  a  Fine  and  Non^laim.  The  Plaintiff  in  that 
Case  afterwards  appealed  to  Lord  Eldon ;  and  I  sup- 
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ported  the  Appeal    unsuccessfully.      This   is   all  the 
authority  I  have  been  able  to  find  upon  the  question. 

My  opinion  is,  that  this  peculiar  species  of  Bill  does 
not  admit  of  this  peculiar  speoies  of  Defence  by  Plea. 
It  is  on  this  ground  tliat  1  overrule  the  Plea. 


JERMYt?.BEST.(^) 

1  HE  Bill  prayed  that  the  Defendants,  who  were  in  pos- 
session of  certain  Estates  in  Norfolk^  to  which  the  Plain- 
tiflf  claimed  to  havs  become  entitled  by  the  vesting  in 
possession  of  the  ultimate  Remainder  created  by  the  Will 
of  the  late  William  Jermy^  Escj.  might  be  restrained 
from  setting  up  an  old  out-standing  term  to  defeat  the 
Plaintiff  in  an  Action  of  Ejectment,  which  he  alleged 
he  intended  to  bring  against  them,  to  recover  possession 
of  the  Estates.  The  Defendants  pleaded  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  and  averred  thai  the  Right  or  Title  of  the 
Plaintiff  to  the  Lands  and  Hereditaments  in  the  Bill 
mentioned,  accrued,  if  at  any  time,  above  twenty  years 
before  the  Plaintiff  commenced  the  proceeding  at  Law 
in  the  Bill  mentioned^  for  the  recovery  of  the  posses^ 
sion  of  the  Lands  and  Hereditaments^  and  before  the 
Plaintiff  exhibited  his  Bill  of  Complaint ;  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  not,  nor  bad  any  person  for  him,  or  in  his 
name,  made  any  entry  or  claim  upon  the  Lands  and 
Hereditaments  within  twenty  years  after  the  time  when 
the  Plaintiff's  title  wa$  alleged  to  have  accrued,  and 

*  Ey  the  kindness  of  Mr  Blenmao  the  Reporter  has  been  fur* 
nished  with  the  above  note  of  this  case,  which  is  cited  ante,  366*. 

]>  P 


1819. 
5th  May. 


Pleading. 

Statute  ofLimi" 

tatioru. 


The  Statute  of 
Limitations  may 
be  pleaded  in  bar 
to  a  bill  to  pre- 
vent the  setting 
up  of  outstand- 
ing terms. 
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1819.         within  one  year  next  before  any  such  Action  or  Soit  as 

"^        '      aforesaid  was  comiDenced  or  instituted^  and  prosecuted 

Jebmy         yfif]^  effect  by  the  Plaintiff  according  to  the  Statute  in 

^'  that  behalf  made  and  provided ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff 

was  not^  at  the  time  when  his  right  of  entry  upon  the 

Lands  and  Hereditaments  was  alkged  to  have  first 

accrued,  within  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  non  compos 

mentis,  imprisoned,  or  beyond  the  seas. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  support  of  the  Bill,  stated  the  ques- 
tions to  be,  first,  Whether  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
could  be  pleaded  at  all  in  such  a  Case  as  the  present ; 
secondly,  whether  it  was  in  this  Case  pleaded  with  proper 
averments. 

The  Statute  cannot  be  pleaded  in  this  Case,  beeaose 
the  question  of  title  between  the  parties  is  one  which 
ought  properly  to  be  tried  at  Law,  and  the  Statute  would 
be  a  good  defence  at  Law.  The  effect  therefore  of 
allowing  the  plea>  would  be  unnecessarily  to  withdraw 
the  subject  of  contention  between  the  parties  firom  the 
proper  jurisdiction.  And  as  the  validity  of  the  plea, 
as  a  bar  to  the  Suit,  depends  upon  the  matters  of  fact, 
such  as  the  non-entry  within  twenty  years,  and  what 
regards  the  disability  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  Court  may 
ultimately  have  to  direct  an  Issue  upon  ond  or  more  of 
those  questions  of  fact ;  in  other  words,  it  would  be  to 
be  tried  at  Law,  whether  the  Plaintiff  was  to  be  at  liberty 
to  proceed  in  his  Action.  So  that  there  may  be  ulti- 
mately two  trials  at  Law,  the  first  to  try  the  truth  of  the 
Plea,  and  if  the  Plea  be  disproved,  the  trial  of  the  Eject- 
ment. 

Secondly,  As  to  the  form  of  the  Plea :  It  is  not  averred 
that  there  has  been  an  adverse  possession  against  the 
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Hiiiatlff ;  wd  tbi^  is  Ibo  very  subatance  of  suoh  a  Plea ; 
wd  etery  thing  oeceaaary  to  make  the  Plea  a  complete 
diatioot  defaooo  ought  to  be  distinctly  averred. 

The  avenaeat;  ^'  that  neither  the  Plaintiff,  nor  any 
peraon  for  him  haa  entered  vrithin  twenty  years  after 
the  time  when  the  Plaintiff's  title  is  alleged  to  have 
accrued  "  ia  defective,  because  it  puts  in  Issue,  not  the 
time  when  Plaintiff's  title  accrued,  but  the  time  when 
it  is  alleged  to  have  accrued,  which  is  an  immaterial 
Issue, 

The  Vice-Chan CELLOR  (a)  :-^ 

The  Plaintiff  seeks  by  his  Bill  the  assistance  of  this 
Court  in  order  to  enable  him  to  assert  a  legal  title. 
The  only  ground  for  equitable  relief  is,  that  be  may 
proceed  at  Law  with  effect.  But  if  it  is  clear  that,  when 
he  has  obtained  the  equitable  relief  which  he  seeks,  he 
will  neverthelesa  be  unable  to  proceed  at  Law,  the  only 
ground  for  equitable  relief  fails. 

This  ia  not  like  the  Case  of  i/iWmaji  and  Tayhr{b)y 
vhich  was  only  a  Bill  of  discovery ;  to  wbich^  it  was 
there  held,  you  cannot  plead  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
Tbia  ia  a  Bill  for  relief,  to  which  the  principle  of 
|hat  Case  does  not  apply.  The  Plea  in  this  Case 
does  the  proper  office  of  a  Plea,  by  bringing  forward 
ffeah  matter,  which,  if  true,  is  a  bar  to  the  Plaintiff's 
equity. 

With  regard  to  the  objections  of  form,  it  is  not  neces-* 
aary  that  the  Plea  should  aver  that  the  Plaintiff  has 

(a)  Sir  J.  Leach.  (&)  9  Bro.  C.  C.  7. 
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been  out  of  possession ;  becanse  the  Bill  admits  it.  Hie 
Plea  is  not  an  independent  record,  but  must  be  looked 
at  with  reference  to  the  Bill ;  when,  therefore,  the  Plea 
avers  that  no  entry  has  been  made  within  twenty  years 
after  the  time  when  the  Title  is  alleged  to  have  accrued^ 
I  must  look  to  the  Bill  to  see  when  it  is  there  alleged 
to  have  accrued,  which  I  find  to  be  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  last  Tenant  for  Life,  this  therefore  brings 
it  to  the  time  when  the  Plaintiff's  title  did  accrae,  if 
at  all. 

The  Plea  must  be  allowed. 

Reg.  Lib.  A.  1818,  fol.  951. 


8th  May. 
Partnership. 


If  a  Partner 
borrows  a  sum 
of  Money,  and 
gives  his  own 
Security  only  for 
it,  it  does  not 
become  a  Part- 


BEVAN  V.  LEWIS. 
STOKES  V.  WHITTAKER. 

i  HE  Bill  stated  that,  by  the  Articles  of  Partnership 
between  the  Plaintiff  Bevan  and  the  Defendant  Lewis, 
dated  the  sgth  of  March  1 823,  they  agreed  to  become 
Partners,  as  Linen-drapers,  for  six  years,  from  the  sgth 
of  March  then  next :  That  the  trade  should  be  carried 
on  at  Lewises  Shop  in  Holbom :  That,  for  the  purpose 
of  forming  a  Capital  for  carrying  on  the  business,  hnm 


nersbip  Debt  by 

being  applied  for  should  bring  into  the  Partnership  500  /.,  including  what 

Partnership  pur-  he  had  expended  in  purchasing  the  Premises  and  fitting 

knowledgeoftbe  ^?^^^  Shop  :  That  neither  of  the  partners  should,  with- 
other  Partner. 

Commission  of  Bankrupt, — No  objection  can  be  taken  to  the  validity 
of  a  Commission  of  Bankrupt,  unless  the  requisite  Notice  be  given, 
altiiougb'  the  objection  appearsr  upon  the  Proceedings,  and  requires  no 
Evidence  to  support  it. 

Practice, — A  Defendant  in  a  suit  hy  the  Assignees  of  a  Bankrupt 
can  not  object  to  the  Bill  as  not  having  been  filed -with  the  consent  of 
the  Creditors,  unless  the  objection  is  made' by  the  Answer. 
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Bevan 
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out  the  consent  of  the  other,  draw   or  accept  any  1827. 

Bill  of  Exchange,  or  Promissory  Note,  or  contract 
any  Debt  on  account  of  the  Partnership,  except  in  the 
regular  course  of  business,  or  assign  over  his  share 
of  the  Partnership  effects,  or  become  bail  or  security 
for  any  person,  or  do  any  act  by  which  the  Partnership 
effects  might  be  seized  or  taken  in  execution  :  That,  if 
either  of  the  Parties  should  act  contrary  to  the  Articles, 
the  other  should  be  at  liberty  to  dissolve  the  Partner- 
ship, by  giving  notice  in  writing  to  the  offending  part- 
ner ;  and  that,  at  the  expiration  or  other  sooner  deter- 
mination of  the  Partnership,  the  Partnership  Debts 
should  be  paid,  the  Capital  of  the  Partners  repaid  with 
interest,  and  the  clear  surplus  of  the  Monies  belonging 
to  the  Partnership  be  equally  divided  between  the 
Partners.  The  Bill  further  stated  that  the  Partnership 
was  entered  upon  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Indenture:  That  Lewis,  unknown  to  the  Plaintiff,  exe- 
cuted a  Warrant  of  Attorney,  dated  the  24th  of  Decem- 
ber 1822,  to  confess  judgment  against  him,  Leiois,  in 
K.  B.  at  the  Suit  of  the  Defendant  Siely,  for  500/.  and 
interest :  That  since  the  formation  of  the  Partnership, 
LewiSf  contrary  to  the  Articles,  had  executed  a  Warrant 
of  Attorney,  dated  the  gth  of  August  1823,  to  confess 
judgment  against  him  in  the  same  Court,  at  the  Suit  of 
the  Defendants  Siely  and  Cubitt,  for  500  /.  and  interest : 
That  judgments  had  been  entered  up  on  these  Warrants 
of  Attorney,  and  Writs  of  Ji.  fa.  sued  out  upon  them: 
That  the  DefendanU,  Whiltaker  and  Laurie,  the  Sheriff 
of  Middlesex  had,  by  virtue  of  the  Writs,  entered  upon 
the  Partnership  Premises,  and  seized  a  considerable  part 
of  the  Stock  and  Effects,  and  had  proceeded  to  sell 
some  part,  thereof,  and  intended  to  sell  the  remftinder, 
and  to  seizQ  the  other  parts  of  the  Partnership  Property, 
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and  to  sell  the  same^  and  to  pay  over  the  proceeds  to 
Skly  and  Cubitt  to  the  injury  of  the  joint  Creditors  of 
the  Partnership :  That  the  Partnership  Property  haviiig 
been  taken  in  execution  as  aforesaid^  the  Plaintiff  had 
given  Lewis  notice  in  writing,  declaring  the  Paftiief<» 
ship  to  be  dissolved  :  That  Lewis  was  largely  indebted 
to  the  Plaintiff:  That  the  Stock  and  Effects  of  the  Part- 
nership ought  to  be  sold»  the  proceeds  appHed  in  pay- 
ment of  the  Partnership  Debts,  and  the  surplus  divided 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  Lewis :  Tliat  Siely  and  CuUU 
were  not  entitled,  under  the  executions,  to  seise  the 
Stock  and  Effects,  nor  had  they  any  interest  Ihemn, 
except  in  Lewises  share  of  the  surplus  afbiesaid.  The 
Bill  prayed  ibr  the  usual  Partnership  Accounts :  That 
the  stock  and  effects  might  be  sold,  and  the  prinluce 
applied  in  payment  of  the  Debts  of  the  Partnership  t 
that  the  Plaintiff's  share  of  the  surplus  might  b«  paid 
to  hi  01 :  That  Sieiy  and  Cukitt  and  the  Sheriff  might  be 
restrained  from  proceeding  in  the  executions,  and  seliing 
the  Stock  and  Effects,  and  paying  over  the  proceeds  of 
the  part  already  sold  to  Sie/jr  and  OUritt:  Tbttt  a 
Receiver  might  be  appointed;  and  that  the  Sheriff 
might  be  ordered  to  pay  over  to  him  the  Money  eoU 
lected  under  the  executions,  and  to  deliver  to  him  the 
Stock  and  Effects  which  had  been  seiaed  and  femiuned 
unsold. 


The  Supplemental  Bill  stated  that  the  PitflMtflhip 
Property  had,  by  Accounts  which  had  been  taken^  beea 
found  deficient  to  ansvrer  the  debts,  by  fl,000  and  u^ 
wards  :  That,  on  the  S7th  of  August  then  last,  a  Oom^ 
mission  of  Bankrupt  had  been  issued  against  Leum  koi 
Sevan,  under  which  they  had  been  declared  Baakmptoy 
and  the  Piaintifis  appointed  their  Assignees.   It  prayed 
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Attt  tiie  proceeds  of  the  Stock  and  Efiects,  which 
hftd  been  sold  by  the  Sheriff,  might  be  paid  to  the 
PlamtiffS)  the  AsBignees^  for  the  purpose  of  their  being 
Applied  to  the  payment  of  the  joint  Debts  of  the  Co- 
piMaership. 

The  Defendants  Siely  and  CubiU,  in  their  Answer  to 
tiie  Original  and  Soppiemental  Bills,  said  that  the  first- 
nentioned  Stim  of  500  L  was  lent  by  Siely  to  Lewis  on 
the  84th  of  December  1824;  and  that  part  thereof, 
amounting  to  350  L  was  applied  by  Lewis  in  the  pur- 
chase of  the  Lease  of  the  Premises  upon  which  Lewis 
was  then  about  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  Linendraper 
abd  upon  which  he  and  Bevan  afterwards  carried  on 
the  same  business  in  partnership ;  but  that  the  Lease 
wtis  taken  in  Lewis'u  name  only :  That  Bevan  advanced 
■0  ^art  of  the  Capital  of  the  Partnership  :  That  he  had 
become,  and  was  well  aware  of  Lewis^%  having  borrowed 
the  500  L  of  Siely f  and  given  the  Promissory  Note  and 
Warrant  of  Attorney  for  securing  it :  That  he  also  knew 
how  Lewis  had  applied  the  500  /.  or  at  least  ihe  350  /. 
part  thereof:  That  Lewis  and  Bevan  having  occasion 
ibir  itt  advance  of  Money,  LewiSf  at  the  request  and 
instance  of  Bevan,  as  the  Defendants  had  been  infoniied 
andbelievedf  and  with  his  express  authority  to  give  any 
teeariiy  for  the  re-payment  thereof  that  might  be  re- 
qViired,  applied  to  the  Defendants  Siely  and  Cubitt  for 
^  loan  of  the  fuither  Sum  of  500  /.  and  in  consequence 
of  iluch  application  the  Defendants  advanced  and 
kut' that  Sum,  upon  Leuris  giving  a  Promissory  Note, 
4at#i  the  9th  of  August  1823,  and  a  Warrant 
of  Attorney  as  a  collateral  security :  That  Lewis 
executed  the  Note  and  Warrant  of  Attorney  with  the 
privity  and  approbation,  as  the  Defendants  had  been 
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informed  and  believed,  of  Bevan,  who  previously 
knew  that  it  was  Lewises  intention  to  execute  the  same, 
and  that  the  500  /.  was  to  be  applied  for  the  Partnership 
purposes,  and  for  the  joint  use  and  benefit  of  Bevan 
and  Lewis:  That  the  500/.  was,  by  BevarC%  directions, 
paid  to  the  Bankers  of  the  Partnership,  to  the  joint 
credit  of  the  Partners^  and  was  afterwards  applied  by 
them  in  paying  the  debts  of  the  Partnership  :  That  the 
Defendants  had  been  informed  and  believed  that,  at  the 
date  of  the  Commission,  and  during  the  Partnership, 
Bevan  had  no  Property  therein  :  That  the  property  had 
been  seized  under  the  executions  before  any  act  of 
Bankruptcy  had  been  committed  by  Bevan  and  Letni, 
or  either  of  them  :  That,  as  the  Defendants  believed, 
the  Partnership  was  considerably  indebted  to  Leunt^ 
and  not  Lewis  to  the  Partnership :  That  the  Defendants 
were  unable  to  set  forth  whether  the  Partnership 
Effects  were  insuflBcient  to  pay  the  debts  ;  and  that  they 
did  not  admit  the  validity  of  the  Commission,  or  any 
of  the  requisites  to  sustain  the  same. 

The  answers  were  replied  to,  but  no  evidence  was 
gone  into  on  either  side ;  and  the  Cause  now  came  on 
to  be  heard. 

After  the  Pleadings  had  been  opened,  Mr.  Heald,  with 
whom  was  Mr.  Rose,  for  the  Defendants  Siely  and  Ca^ 
bitt,  objected  that  the  Supplemental  Bill  had  been  filed 
by  the  Assignees  without  the  consent  of  the  Creditors, 
and  referred  to  Ocklestone  v.  Benson  (a).  But  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  said  that  as  the  objection  was  not  raised  by 
the  Answer,  he  could  not  regard  it. 

(a)  2  Sim.  k  Stu.  265. 
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Mr.  Hornej  and  Mr.  Theobald,  for  the  Plaintifft  : — 
The  question  is,  whether  the  property,  which  has 
been  taken  under  the  executions,  belongs  to  the  parties 
who  issued  the  writs,  or  to  the  Assignees.  It  is  clear 
that  the  property  that  was  seised  belonged  to  the  Part* 
nership  and  that  the  debts  for  which  it  was  seized  were 
the  separate  debts  of  one  of  the  Partners.  The  securities 
were  executed,  the  judgments  entered  up,  and  the  exe* 
cutions  issued  against  Leivis  only.  If  the  Defendants 
have  no  Lien  on  this  property,  it  is  their  own  fault,  as 
they  might  have  had  the  Warrants  of  Attorney  executed 
by  both  Partners  which  they  omitted  to  have  done.  The 
utmost  that  the  Defendants  can  be  entitled  to,  is  Lewises 
share  of  the  surplus,  if  there  shall  be  any,  after  all  the 
demands  on  the  Partnership  are  satisfied  (&). 

Mr.  Healdy  and  Mr.  Rose,  for  the  Defendants  Sielif 
and  Cubitt :  — 
If  the  debts  for  which  the  securities  were  given  had 
been  the  separate  debts  of  Lewis,  no  answer  could  be 
given  to  the  arguments  for  the  PlaintiiFs.  But  they 
were  the  joint  Debts  of  both  Partners,  notwithstanding 
the  securities  were  executed  by  Lewis  alone ;  for  both 
the  sums  were  used  for  Partnership  purposes  with 
Sevan  t  privity  and  consent,  and  one  of  them  was  even 
borrowed,  with  his  knowledge,  for  those  purposes.  These 
sums,  therefore,  by  the  use  that  was  made  of  them, 
became  joint  Debts. 

Mr.  Phillimore,  for  the  Defendants,  Laurie  and 
Whittaker,  the  Sheriff  of  Middlesex. 

(h)  See  Taylor  y.  Fields,  4  Ves.  396,  and  Campbell  w.MuUcU, 
3  Swanst.  551,  and  the  Cases  mentioned  in  the  Notes  on 
that  Case. 
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gBa  Cases  iir  chancehy. 

iB^g,  The  Vicie^dAKCfiLtoft :— 

The  judgments  that  have  beeti  entered  up  upon  the 
securiUes  fof  the  6Utns  in  question,  must  take  their 
Lkiri^  <^aracter  frota  the  securities  on  which  they  hiive  been 
so  entered  up ;  and,  as  those  securities  were  executed 
by  one  only  of  the  Partners,  they  constitute  the  credi- 
tors joint  proprietors  only  with  the  other  Partners^  tlm 
accounts  of  the  Partnership  Estate  and  Debts  must 
therefore  be  taken  in  the  manner  prayed  by  the  Bill ; 
and  the  Defendants  will  be  entitied  to  be  paid  their 
debts  out  of  Lewis's  share  of  any  surplus  that  remains 
after  all  the  demands  on  the  Partnership  are  satisfied. 


^1* 


In  the  course  of  the  ailment  in  this  Case,  Mr»  JBsse^ 
to  whom  the  proceedings  under  the  Commission  of  Bank- 
rupt had  been  handed  by  the  Solicitor  to  the  Plaintifis, 
the  Assignees,  was  proceeding  to  contend  that  the  Act 
of  Bankruptcy  on  which  the  Commission  had  been  issued, 
appeared,  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  not  to  be  a 
sufficient  one ;  and  that  therefore  the  Commission  iMs 
itivalid  \  and  he  said  that  by  the  g^d  sec.  of  the  New 
Bankrupt  Act(t:),    the  depositions  taken  before  die 

(c)  6 Geo.  4,  c.  1 6.  The  sectiont  here  referred  to  are  n  followii 
sect.  go.  And  be  it  Enacted^  that  in  aoy  Ai^tidn  by  or  againstui^ 
Assignee,  or  in  any  Action  against  any  Commissioner  or  Per- 
son acting  under  the  Warrant  of  the  Commissioners,  for  any 
thing  done  as  such  Commissioner,  or  under  such  warrant,  no 
proof  shall  be  required,  at  the  trial,  of  the  Petitioning  Creditor  s 
debt  or  deblM,  or  of  the  trading,  or  Act  bt  Acts  ot  Bankruptcy 
respectively,  unless  the  other  party  in  such  Actioft  shall,  if 
Defendant,  at  or  before  pleading,  and,  if  Plaintiff,  before  issue 
jufhed,  give  notice  ib  writing  to  such  Assignee,  Commi3Sioiifer, 
or  other  Person,  that  he  intends  to  dispute  some,  and  which  of 
such  matters^  and,  in  case  such  notice  shall  have  been  given, 
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OotnmissiDii^r  were  not  conclusive,  but  only  were  evi- 
dence of  the  matters  therein  contained ;  and  that  there- 
fore) where  the  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  Cotnmis-^ 

ifsuch  Aflstgne^,  Commissioner,  or  other  Person,  shall  prove 
the  matters  so  disputed,  or  the  other  party  admit  the  same,  the 
judge  before  whom  the  caose  shall  be  tried,  may  (if  he  thinks 
fit,)  grant  a  Certificate  of  such  proof  or  admission ;  and  such 
Assignee^  Commissioner,  or  other  Person,  shall  be  entitled  to 
the  costS|  to  be  taxed  by  the  proper  officer,  occasioned  by  such 
notice,  and  soch  costs  shall)  if  such  Assigneoi  Commissioner^ 
or  other  Person  shall  obtain  a  verdict,  be  added  to  the  costs  | 
and  if  the  other  party  shall  obtain  a  verdict,  shall  be  deducted 
from  the  costs  which  such  other  party  would  otherwise  be  en- 
titled to  receive  from  such  Assignee,  Commissioner,  or  other 
Person. 

Sect,  ^u  And  be  it  Enacted  that)  in  all  suits  in  Equity  by  or 
against  the  Assignees,  no  proof  shall  be  required,  at  the  hearing, 
of  the  petitioning  Creditor's  debt  or  debts,  or  of  the  trading,  or 
Att  or  Acts  of  Bankruptcy  respectively,  as  against  any  of  the 
parties  ib  such  suit,  except  such  parties  as  shall,  within  ten  days 
after  rejdiider,  gi\e  notice  in  writing  to  the  Assignees,  of  his 
or  their  intention  to  dispute  some  and  which  of  such  matters  ; 
and  where  soch  notice  shall  have  been  given,  if  the  Assignees 
shall  prove  the  matter  so  disputed,  the  costs  occasioned  by  sttch 
Mtfiee,  to  be  taxed  by  the  proper  officer,  shall,  if  the  Court  see 
ih,  be  paid  by  the  party  or  parties  so  giving  such  notice  as 
aforesaid,  aad  the  service  of  such  notice  may  be  proved  by 
afidavit  upon  hearing  of  the  cause. 

Sect  ge.  And  be  it  Enacted  that,  If  the  Bankrupt  ^11  not) 
(if  be  was  within  the  United  Kingdom  at  the  issuing  of  the 
^ommissioti)  within  two  calendar  months  after  the  adjudicatiim, 
or  (if  he  was  out  of  the  United  Kingdom)  within  twelve  calendar 
Rlonths  aller  the  adjudication,  have  given  notice  of  his  iatentimi 
to  ^pate  the  commission,  and  have  proceeded  therein  with  due 
ditigenee,  the  depositions  taken  before  the  Commissioners  at  the 
time  of,  or  previous  to,  the  adjudication  of  the  petitionibg  Credit 
i»rs  debt  or  debts,  and  of  the  trading  and  actor  acts  of  Bank* 
Hipiry,  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  mauers  therein 
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sion  appeared  on  the  proceedings,  as  it  did  not  require 
evidence  to  support  it,  the  notice  of  a  party's  intention 
to  dispute  the  vaUdity  of  the  Commission  which  was 

respectively  contained,  in  all  Actions  at  Law  or  Suits  in  Equity 
brought  by  the  Assignees  for  any  debt  or  demand  for  which  the 
Bankrupt  might  have  sustained  any  action  or  suit. 

The  Sections  of  the  49th  Geo.  3,  c.  1-21,  which  relste  to  the 
same  subject,  are  as  follows  :^  Sec.  10.  And  be  it  Enacted,  by 
the  authority  aforesaid,  that,  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this 
Act,  in  any  action  now  brought  or  hereafter  to  be  brought  by  or 
against  any  Assignee  of  any  Bankrupt,  the  Conmission  of  Ban- 
rupt,  and  the  proceedings  of  the  Commissioners  under  the  same, 
shall  be  evidence  to  be  received  of  the  petitiouiug  Creditor's 
debt,  and  of  the  trading  and  Bankruptcy  of  such  Bankrupt, 
unless  the  other  party  in  such  action  shall,  if  Defendant,  at  or 
before  the  time  of  his  pleading  to  such  actiou,  and,  if  Plaintilf, 
before  issue  joined  in  such  action,  give  notice  in  writing  to  such 
Assignee  that  he  intends  to  dispute  such  matters  or  any  of  them ; 
and  where  such  notice  shall  have  been  given,  if  such  Assigeee 
shall  at  the  trial  prove  the  matter  so  disputed,  or  the  other 
party  shall  at  the  trial  admit  the  same,  the  judge  before  whom 
the  cause  shall  be  tried  shall,  if  he  shall  see  fit,  grant  a  oer* 
tificate  that  such  proof  or  admission  was  made  upon  such  trial; 
and  such  Assignee  shall  be  entitled  to  the  costs,  to  be  taxed  by 
the  proper  officer,  occasioned  by  such  notice ;  and  such  costs 
shall,  in  case  the  Assignee  shall  obtain  a  verdict,  be  added  to 
his  costs ;  and  if  the  other  party  shall  obtiin  a  verdict,  shall 
be  set  off  or  deducted  from  the  costs  which  such  other,  party 
would  otherwise  be  entitled  to  receive  from  such  Assignee. 

Sec.  11.  And  be  it  further  Enacted  by  the  authority  afore- 
said, that,  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  in  all  suits  in 
Equity  now  instituted  or  hereafter  to  be  instituted  by  or  against 
auy  Assignee  of  any  Bankrupt,  the  Commission  of  Bankrupt, 
and  the  proceedings  of  the  Commissioners  under  the  same,  shall 
be  evidence  to  be  leceived  of  the  petitioning  Creditor  s  debt, 
and  of  the  trading  and  Bankruptcy  of  such  Bankrupt,  as  against 
all  the  other  parties  in  such  suit,  unless  such  parties,  some  or 
one  of  them,  shall,  within  ten  days  after  rejoinder  in  the  caus^ 
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required  by  the  two  preceding  sections,  need  not  be 
given. 

But  the  Vice-Chancellor  ruled  that  the  validity  of  a 
Commission  could,  in  no  case,  be  disputed  where  the 
notice  required  by  the  Act  had  not  been  given. 


Bevan 

V. 

Lewis. 


WALBANKE  v.  SPARKS. 

1  HE  Bill  in  this  Case  was  a  Bill  of  Interpleader ;  and, 
upon  a  motion  made  by  Mr.  Parker  and  opposed  by 
Mr.  Knight, 

The  Vice- Chancellor  ruled  that  the  Plaintiff  in 
an  Interpleading  Suit  might  move  for  liberty  to  pay  the 
money,  the  subject  of  dispute  between  the  Defendants, 
into  Court,  and  for  an  Injunction  to  restrain  the  De- 
fendants from  suing  him  at  Law  respecting  it,  without 
supporting  his  motion  by  an  affidavit  of  facts. 


amtMay. 

Practice, 

Interpleader. 

Affidavit. 


No  affidavit  is 
necessarv  to  sup- 
port a  Motion 
by  a  Flaintiif  in 
aa  interpleading 
Suit  for  liberty 
to  pay  the  Mo- 
ney into  Court, 
and  for  an  In- 
junction. 


g^ve  notice  in  writing  to  the  Assignee  that  they  or  he  intend  to 
dispute  the  said  trading,  petitioning  Creditor's  Debt,  or  Act  of 
Bankruptcy,  or  some  or  one  of  such  matters ;  and,  where  such 
notice  shall  have  been  given,  if  the  Assignee  shall  prove  the 
matter  so  disputed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  the  costs 
occasioned  by  such  notice,  to  be  taxed  by  the  proper  officer, 
shall,  if  the  court  see  lit,  be  paid  by  the  party  or  parties  giving 
such  notice,  to  the  Assignee,  and  the  service  of  such  notice 
may  be  proved  by  affidavit  upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  See 
EltisY,  Shirley  3  Camp.  434 ;  Jones  v.Llexoeli^Hf  1  Mer.  6,  note  {a) ; 
and  Mills  v.  Bennett  a  M .  &  S.  556.  But  see  Humphries  v.  Cog* 
gan^  1  Rose,  226. 
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t5tb  May, 

nuJge.  GAYUBR  v.  FITSWOHN. 

PracOee.  ON  the  4th  of  May  the  Defendants  obtained  an  Order 

AttQckmenU  ^^  gj^  Weeks  time  to  answer  the  Bill,  and  bespoke  the 

An  Order  for  Order  on  the  5th.    On  the  8th,  the  Order  was  drawn  up 

time  to  answer,  and  served  on  the  Plaintiflf 's  Clerk  in  Court.     On  the 

and  served  will  ^^*  ^^  Plaintiff  sealed  an  Attachment  against  the  De- 

not  itpp  a»  At-    fendants  for  want  of  an  Answer. 
lacftflBeBw* 

Mr.  Knight,  for  the  Defendants,  now  moved  to  set 
aside  the  Attachment  for  irregularity,  on  the  ground 
that  the  Order  for  time  to  Answer  had  been  obtained 
before  the  Attachment  was  sealed,  and  that  it  took 
effect  fVom  the  time  it  was  pronounced. 

Mr.  Heald,  contri,  said  that  the  Order  for  time  had 
no  operation  until  it  was  served,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
Attachment  had  been  issued  regularly ;  and  he  cited 
Wallis  V.  Gtynn  (a). 

The  Vice-Chaneellor  said  that  he  oonaidered  the 
Case  of  Wallis  v.  Glynn  as  precisely  in  point ;  for  that 
if  an  Order  for  time  would  not  prevent  the  issuing  of  an 
Attachment,  unless  the  original  was  shown  to  the  Plain- 
tiff at  the  time  when  he  was  served  with  the  copy, 
dfortiorit  an  Order  not  drawn  up  could  not  atop  an 
Attachment 

(ii)  Coop.  ft82.    S.  C.  19  Yes,  380. 


CASES   IN   CHANCERY.  387 


JONES  V.  POWELL.  13A  jJne, 

1  HE  question  in  tliis  Case  was,  whether  a  Master^B       Praetkc* 

Certificate,  as  to  the  production,  by  a  Defendant,  of        ^fteait. 

Books,  Papers  and  Writing^,  in  his  custody  or  power,  — — 

relating  to  matters  in  question  in  the  cause,  could  be  -    Jj?^^*^ 
,  CertiBcate,  at  16 

excepted  to.  prodqqtkNi  ef 

Books,  lee.  byit 

Mr.  Harm,  and  Mr.  Xoe,  for  the  Defendant^  who  beSceoted  ta» 
had  taken  the  exceptions,  contended  that  there  was  no  a  Motien  mutt 
other  mode  of  appealing  from  the  Master*^  judgment,  ^  txom  to 
and  referred  to  a  decision  to  that  effect  by  Sir  J. 
Leach,  V.  C.  in  the  Cause  of  Harris  v.  De  J'astet,  on 
gth  April  1823. 

Mr.  Heald,  and  Mr.  Tinnejf,  appeared  for  the  Plains- 
tiff. 

The  Yice^ChancellQr  said  that  the  difference  be-' 
tweena  Report  and  a  Certificate  was  that,  withrespect 
to  the  former,  the  Court  had  laid  it  down,  as  an  inflex- 
ible rnle,  that,  before  Exceptions  could  be  taken  to  it. 
Objections  must  be  carried  in  before  the  Master ;  but 
that  there  was  no  such  rule  with  respect  to  the  latter ; 
That,  if  a  Certificate  like  the  one  in  question  could  be 
excepted  to,  be  did  not  see  why  exceptions  might  not 
be  taken  also  to  a  Certificate,  given  by  the  Accountant 
General,  as  to  stock  standing  in  his  name :  That  the 
proper  course  was  to  move,  on  Affidavit,  that  the  Cer- 
tificate migh|^e  quashed. 

Exceptions  over-ruled.    , 
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1827. 

15th  June,  SIDDEN  v.  LIDDIARD. 

and 

17th  July.  Qjj  ^  Motion  made  by  Mr.  Agar  in  this  Cause,  the 

Coiutmction  of  Question  was  whether,  under  the  Order,  usually  inserted 

.  Order.  in  Decrees,  that  the  Parties  shall  produce  before  the 

^B^kl^f  Master  M  Books,  &c.  as  the  Jfiw/er  shall  direct ;  the 

Master  was  authorized  to  order  the  Parties  to  leave 

A  Pkrty  or-     guch  Books,  &c.  in  his  Office ;  or  whether  a  new  Order 
dered  to  produce  1       1     •      1  r      1 

Books,  &e.  be-    ii^ust  not  be  obtained  for  that  purpose  ? 

fore  the  Master, 

is  bound  to  leave      The  Vice-Chancellor  ordered  the  Motion  to  stand  over, 

them,  if  the       in  order  that  he  might  consult  the  other  Judges  of  the 
Master  thioks  fit  ^  ,        ,.  ,  i/»ti        •it 

so  to  direct*        .Court  upon  the  subject; and  on  the  1 7th  ofJuly  said,  that 

he  had  conferred  with  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  upon  the  subject,  and  that  they  concurred  with 
him  in  opinion  that,  under  the  usual  Order  for  produc- 
tion of  the  Books,  &c.  the  Master  was  at  liberty,  with- 
out any  further  Order  being  obtained,  to  direct  the  Party 
to  leave  the  Books,  8cc.  in  his  Office,  so  long  as  he 
thought  any  useful  purpose  might  be  answered  by  their 
remaining  there,  and  then  to  allow  the  Party  to  take 
them  back  (a). 

(a)  By  the  Goth  of  the  Orders  issued  on  the  3d  April  i8a8, 
for  the  regulation  of  the  Practice  and  Proceedings  of  the  Couit, 
it  is  ordered  :  "  That  where,  by  any  Decree  or  Order  of  the 
Court,  Books,  Papers  or  Writings*  are  directed  to  be  produced 
before  the  Master  for  the  purposes  of  such  Decree  or  Order, 
it  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  Master  to  determine  what 
Books,  Papers  or  Writings  are  to  l)e  produced,  and  when,  and 
for  how  long  they  are  to  be  left  in  his  office ;  or,  in  case  he 
shall  not  deem  it  necessary  that  such  Books,  Papers  or  Writ- 
ings should  be  left  or  deposited  in  his  office,  then  he  may  give 
directions  for  the  Inspection  thereof  by  the  Parties  requiring 
the  same,  at  such  time  and  in  such  manner  as  he  shall  deem 
expedient 
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NEAME  V.  WAGSTAFF.  1837. 

l6tb  Jone. 
J.  HE  Defendant  had  been  attached  for  want  of  an      '        "       ' 
Answer,  and  the  Sheriff  had  returned  cepi  corpus.    A         jw\f * 
Messenger  was  then  sent,  but  did  not  take  the  De-  

fendant,  as  he  was  in  custody,  in  the  King's  Bench      WhereaMes- 
Tfc  .  wo  senger  has  been 

Prison,  upon  mesne  process.  g^n^  upon  a  re- 

turn of  Cqi)i  Cor^ 

Mr.  O.  Anderdon  now  moved  for  a  Habeas  Corpus,  r)gfgndant  is  In 

but  said  he  doubted  whether  he  ought  not  to  have  ap-  K.B.  prison  upon 

plied  for  a  Sequestration,   and  referred  to  Holme  v.  "^eane  process, 
ri    J     tjf  \  ^  Habeas  Corpus 

Lardwell  (a).  n,ugt  next  be  ob- 


tained. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  made  an  Order  for  a  Habeas 
Corpus,  with  a  view  to  the  Defendant  being  turned  over 
to  the  Fleet. 


NICHOL  V.  G WYN.  28th  May,  and 

4tb  July. 

On  the  8th  of  March  1827  the  Defendant  was  served,     '        "^^      ' 

in  Paris,  with  a  Subpoena  to  appear  and  answer  the  Bill.       Aa^hment 

The  Plaintiff's  Solicitor  afterwards  wrote  to  the  D^-  . 

fendant's  Solicitor,  to  inquire  whether  the  latter  meant  Attachment 

granted  for  non- 
to  appear  to  the  Bill.    The  Defendant's  Solicitor,  in  appearance  to  a 

reply,  admitted  that  the  Subpoena  was  in  his  possession  :   Subpoena  served 
and  said.  That  he  had  searched,  but  could  not  find  that  ^  ^^^  ' 
any  Bill  had  been  filed ;  but  that,  if  the  Defendant  was 
regularly  served,  he  should  appear  for  her. 

(a)  3  Madd.  114. 
Vol.  I.  E  E 


NiCHOL 
V. 

GWYN.      r 
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Mr.  Knight  for  the  Plaintiff  now  moved  for  an  At- 
tachment for  want  of  Appearance :  He  said  that  the 
Correspondence  between  the  Solicitors  acknowledged 
the  service  of  the  Subpoena:  and  he  cited  Scoii  r. 
Hough  (a);  Bourke  y.  Lord  Macdonald(b)\  and  Sham 
V.  Undsay{c). 

Motion  granted. 
Reg.  Lib.  B.  1826.  fol.  1303. 


istyft  15th  June. 

Practice, 
Prochein  Ami. 


The  Court  will 
remove  a  next 
Friend  and  ap- 
point a  new  one, 
where  the  for- 
mer 18  so  con- 
nected with  a 
Defendant,  hav- 
ing an  interest 
adverse  to  that 
of  the  Infants, 
as  to  make  it 
probable  that 
their  Interest 
will  not  be  pro- 
perly protected 
by  him. 


PEYTON  V.  BOND. 
PEYTON  V.  ROBINSON. 

J  HE  original  Bill  was  filed  by  Mrs.  Peytom  against 
her  Husband,  and  the  Trustees  of  her  Marriage  Set* 
tlement.  Mrs.  Peyton  afterwards  died,  having,  by  her 
will,  which  she  was  empowered  to  make  by  her  Settle- 
ment, disposed  of  her  property  in  favour  of  her  two 
infant  Daughters.  The  Father  instituted  Proceedings 
in  the  Prerogative  Court,  and  afterwards  in  the  Court 
of  Delegates,  to  set  aside  the  Will ;  but  without  success. 
In  consequence  of  Mrs.  Peyton's  decease,  a  Bill  of  Re- 
vivor and  Supplement  was  filed  by  the  Daughters,  by 
Isaac  Peyton,  their  Uncle,  as  their  next  Friend. 

Mr.  Heald,  and  Mr.  Beames,  now  moved,  that  Isaac 

Peyton  might  be  removed  from  being  the  next  Friend  of 

the   Infants;    and  that  it  might  be    referred  to  the 

Master  to  appoint  a  proper  person  to  be  their  next 

'a)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  213.  (b)  2  Dick.  587. 

(c)  18  Ves.  496. 
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Friend  in  his  place.  They  said  that  it  appeared,  by  the 
Affidavits,  that  the  next  Friend  was  a  Person  in  low 
circumstances  :  That  he  was  the  Brother  of  the  Infants  Peyton 
Father :  That  he  was  a  material  Witness  in  the  Cause  for  _  ^* 
the  Father,  and  had  been  a  Witness  for  him  in  the  Pro- 
ceedings in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts :  That  the  interests 
of  the  Father  and  of  the  Infants  were  directly  adverse 
to  each  other :  That  the  Solicitor  for  the  Infents  acted 
for  the  Father  also  :  That  he  had  been  for  ten  years  the 
Father's  confidential  Solicitor  ;  and  that  it  was  on  his 
application  that  J.  Peyton  had  consented  to  be  the  next 
Friend  of  the  Infants  ;  and  they  contended  that,  under 
such  circumstances,  it  was  impossible  that  the  interest  of 
the  Infants  should  be  protected  as  it  ought  to  be. 

Mr.  Home,  and  Mr.  Knight,  for  the  next  Friend,  said 
that  the  question  in  the  Suit  was  a  mere  Question  of 
Law,  which  it  was  impossible  for  either  the  Solicitor  or 
the  next  Friend  to  prevent  being  properly  submitted  to 
the  Court,  even  if  they  were  disposed  to  do  so ;  and 
that  no  case  of  misconduct  had  been  brought  forward 
against  either  of  them. 

Mr.  Sugden  appeared  for  the  Trustees,  and  Mr. 
Wakefield  for  the  Father. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  single  question  in  this  Case  is,  whether  it  is 
proper  that  this  Solicitor  should  continue  to  act  for  the 
next  Friend,  and  that  the  next  Friend  of  the  Infants 
should  be  suffered  to  remain,  regard  being  had  to  the 
relation  in  which  he  stands  to  the  Defendant,  the 
Father  of  the  infant  Plaintiffs  ? 

£  E    2 


392  CASES  IN   CHANCERY. 

1827.  I  am  warranted  by  high  authority  in  sayi^ig  that^  in 

''^    '      Family  Suits,  it  is  proper  that  the  same  Solicitor  should 

Feytow         jjg  employed  for  all  Parties :  but  the  Court  will  watch 

J.    '  with  great  jealousy  a  Solicitor  who  takes  upon  himself 

a  double  responsibility  ;  and,  if  it  sees  a  chance  of  bis 

miscarrying,  will  take  care,  where  the  Plaintiffl   are 

Infants,  that  he  shall  not  be  permitted  to  stand  in  ^at 

relation  to  an  adverse  Defendant  under  ■  circumstances 

of  very  adverse  interest.    This  Gentleman,  therefore, 

ought  not  to  continue  the  Solicitor  of  the  next  Friend. 

If  it  could  be  tendered  to  me,  by  Affidavit,  that  a  man 
of  substance,  who  is  himself  unconnected  with  the 
Parties,  and  who  would  employ  a  Solicitor  similarly 
situated,  was  willing  to  undertake  the  office  of  next 
Friend,  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in  making  the 
Order  immediately,  and  without  making  any  reference 
to  the  Master. 


Some  Persons  were  afterwards  proposed,  on  behalf 
of  the  Infants,  as  fit  to  be  appointed  the  new  next 
Friend ;  but  the  other  Parties  objected  to  them  :  where- 
upon the  Vice-Chancellor  made  an  Order  in  the  terms 
of  the  Motion. 

Reg.  Lib.  B.  1826.  fol.  1323. 
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STERNDALE  v.  HANKINSON.  1 827. 

19th  & 

The  BUI  was  filed,  on  the  6th  of  May  1812,  by  T.     ^^othJune. 
Stemdale  and  J.  Robley,  Grocers  and  Co-partners,  and       ^  ,  , 

Edward  Fogg,    W.   Birch,   and  John  Hampson,   also         Creditor. 
Grocers  and  Co-partners,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and        Statute  of 

all  other  the  Creditors  of  George  Ilankinson,  Grocer, .         

deceased,  who  should  come  in,  8cc.  against  William  A  Bill  filed  by 
Hanldnson,  Margaret  Hankinson,  Widow,  John Marsden,  ?°f  k  ^fh'^*^  elf 
and  John  Walton.  The  Facts  stated  in  the  Bill,  and  and  the  others, 
admitted  by  the  Answers,  were  that  George  Hankinson,  ^^^^  prevent  the 
for  many  years  before,  and  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  tations  from  run- 
carried  on  the  trade  of  a  Grocer  at  Pendleton  in  Lan-  ning  against  any 

cashire:  That  he  was  at  his  death  a  Trader  within  the  ^  1}  ^  „^l^J   \1 

who     come     m 

meaning  of  the  Bankrupt  Laws  ;  and  was  also  seised  of  under  the  De- 
real  Estates,  and  possessed  of  personal  Estate :  That  he  ^^^^' 
died  on  the  27th  of  June  1810,  intestate,  leaving  the  De-  ^,  the  Widow 
fendant,  W.  Hankinsony  his  eldest  Son  and  Heir  at  Law,  and  Administra- 
and  the  Defendant,  Margaret  Hankinson,  his  AVidow  :  ^^^  ^^  .^  Trade 
ih^i  Margaret  Hankinson  was  his  Administratrix  :  That  after  his  decease. 

he  was  at  his  decease  indebted  to  the  Plaintiffs  Stem^  ^-  ^\  ^}\  ^f^^ 

.  was  indebted  to 

ao/e  and  Robley  m  721.  155.  4  a.,  and  to  the  Plaintiffs  c,  on  Balance 
Fogg,  Birch,  and  Harnpson,  in  35/.  4  5.  2c2.  and  todiv^^rs  of  Account.  A, 
other  persons  :  That  after  his  death  his  Widow  carried  ceive Goods  from 
on  the  trade  of  a  Grocer :  That  a  Commission  of  Bank-  and    to    make 
mpt  had  issued  against  her,  under  which  she  had  been  ^*^^^u^  ^j 
declared  a  Bankrupt ;  and  that  the  Defendants  Marsden  and  she  is  charg- 
tnd  Walton  were  her  Assignees.    The  Bill   prayed  for  ed  in  account  by 
ihe  usual  Accounts  of  the  Debts  due  to  the  Plaintiffs  r^^^    Payments 

and  the  other  Creditors  who  should  come  in^  &c.  and  madeby  her  toC. 

exceed  the  Debt : 
'  but  a  Balance  is  ultimately  due  to  C.    Held  that  B/s  Debt  was 
discharged  by  ^.'s  payments,  and  that  the  ultimate  Balance 
cannot  be  proved  as  a  Debt  against  £.'s  Estate. 
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of  the  Intestate's  Real  and  Personal  Estates,  and  that 
those  Estates  might  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  Debts 
of  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other  Creditors  of  the  Intestate 
who  should  come  in,  Sec. 

On  the  14th  of  April  1818  the  Decree,  wliich  is  ttsoal 
in  Suits  of  the  like  nature,  was  made.  The  MituUr 
reported  that  several  Persons  had  come  in  before  Urn 
and  claimed  Debts  to  be  due  to  them  from  the  Intestatei 
none  of  which  he  had  thought  fit  to  allow,  except  one, 
which  had  beeil  proved  by  the  Plaintiffs  Birch  and 
Hampson,  the  surviving  Partners  of  the  late  Plaintiff 
Fogg ;  tind  that  his  reason  for  disallowing  the  Debts 
claimed  by  the  other  Persons,  was  that  the  Testator 
died  in  1810,  and  that  the  Decree  was  not  made  nntil 
eight  years  afterwards,  and  that  no  proceedings  had 
been  taken  for  the  recovery  of  those  Debts,  whereby  the 
claimants  were,  as  he  conceived,  barred  of  any  remedy. 
Three  of  the  Persons  whose  claims  had  been  disallowed 
excepted  to  this  Report. 


Mr.  Agar,  Mr.  Parker,  Mr.  Barber,  and  Mr.  Bicktr- 

steth,  in  support  of  the  Exceptions. 

It  is  the  Master,  and  not  the  Administratrix,  who 
insists  that  these  debts  are  barred  by  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.  It  was  decided  in  Nortom  ▼.  Frecker(ay, 
that  an  Executor  is  not  bound  to  take  advantage  of  that 
Statute.  Besides,  in  this  Case  the  Intestate  was  a 
Trader,  and  the  47th  G,  3,  sess.3,  c  74,  creates  a  Tnist 
for  the  payment  of  the  Trader's  Debts  :  and  his  Real 
Estates  are  to  be  administered  in  this  Court.  How  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  cannot  bar  a  Tru^t. 

(<i)  1  Atk.  5^4.  See  also  Ex  parte  Deufdney^  15  Ves.  479. 49^* 
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If  the  Administratrix  had  meant  to  take  advantage 
of  the  Statute^  she  aught  to  have  taken  in  a  counter-state      "" 
of  fiicts,  which  she  did  not.   The  Rule  is  that,  if  a  Debt     Stern  hale 
is  to  be  contested  upon  what  does  not  appear  upon  the  ^* 

Claimant's  state  of  facts,  a  counter-state  of  facts  must  be 
carried  in.  Prince  v»  Heylin  (b).  [To  this  the  Vice-Chan 
ce//or  assented,  and  said  that  if  a  connter-state  of  facts  had 
been  carried  in,  the  Creditor  might  have  proved  acknow- 
ledgments of  his  demand  within  the  six  years;  and 
that  the  Decree  directed  the  Master  to  inquire,  not 
what  debts  were  owing  by  the  intestate  at  the  date  of 
the  Report^  but  at  the  time  of  the  Intestate's  decease.] 
The  Statute  of  Limitations  has  not  of  itself  any  force 
in  Courts  of  Equity.  Those  Courts  have  merely 
adopted  a  Rule  founded  on  the  principle  of  that  Sta- 
tute, and  by  analogy  to  it.  Oliver  v.  Court  (c).  Besides 
this  Bill  is  in  fact  a  Bill  by  every  Creditor. 

It  has  been  laid  down  that  the  filing  of  a  Bill  will 
not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  Statute.  But  this  po- 
sition must  be  thus  limited :  Where  the  Suit  is  com* 
menced  before  the  Six  years  have  run,  and  the  Bill  is 
dismissed  afterwards,  the  pendency  of  that  Suit  shall 
not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  Statute.  It  is  no 
where  laid  down  that  a  Bill  filed  and  followed  up  by  a 
Decree,  does  not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  Statute. 
Here  the  Administratrix  could  not  have  pleaded  the 
Statute,  as  the  Six  years  had  not  expired  when  the  Bill 
was  filed.  The  dictum  of  Lord  Eldony  C,  in  ex  parte 
Jiewdney,  refers  to  a  case  where  the  Statute  might 
have  been  pleaded  when  the  Answer  was  put  in  (J). 
The  pronouncing   of  the  Decree    must  be   taken  to 

(ft)  1  Atk.  493.  (c)  8  Price,  127.  1(59. 

(rf)  See  15  Ves.  497,  498. 
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1827.  h^ye  relation  to   the  time  when   the  Bill  was  filed. 

' "^ '     Is  every  Creditor,   immediately  on  the  Debtor's  dc- 

Sterxdale     cease,  to  sue  the  personal  Representative,  and  so  vraste 

the  Assets.  It  is  not  the  fault  of  any  party  that  the 
Decree  was  not  obtained  immediately  upon  the  Answer 
being  put  in.  It  was  the  course  of  the  business  of  the 
Court  that  prevented  it. 

Mr.  Heald,  Mr.  Shadwell,  Mr.  Duckworth,  and 
Mr.  Knight,  for  the  Report : — 

No  Legatee  can  obtain  a  Decree  for  payment  of  his 
Legacy,  without  the  Decree  being  prefaced  with  a  direc- 
tion that  an  Account  shall  be  taken  of  the  Testator's 
Debts,  and  that  those  Debts  shall  be  paid.  If  then  these 
exceptions  are  to  be  allowed,  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  will  be  stopped  in  every  case 
where  a  Bill  is  filed  by  a  Legatee.  There  are  only  two 
modes  by  which  the  operation  of  the  Statute  can  be 
prevented  :  first,  where  there  has  been  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  Debt  by  the  party  sought  to  be  charged : 
secondly,  where  a  Suit  has  been  instituted  which  the 
Creditor  can  control.  A  Suit  like  the  present  one  is 
in  the  sole  power  of  the  Plaintiff  on  the  Record :  he 
may  dismiss  it  whenever  he  pleases.  Handford  v.  Sto» 
rie{e).  [The  Vice-Chancellor:  Suppose  the  Court  has  ap- 
pointed a  Receiver  to  collect  the  Creditor's  Estate,  does 
theRule  apply  to  that  Case?]  Notwithstanding  the  Court 
may  have  appointed  a  Receiver,  the  Creditor  who  has 
filed  the  Bill  may  dismiss  it.  Before  a  Decree  is  made, 
whatever  may  be  the  laches  of  the  Plaintiff,  no  other 
Creditor  can  apply  to  have  the  conduct  of  the  Cause. 
The  Answer  to  such  an  application  would  be :  "  Insti- 

(e)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  196. 
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tute  a  Suit  of  your  own,"  The  other  Creditors'  hands 
are  not  tied,  in  any  sense,  by  the  commencement  of  the 
Suit.  The  filing  of  a  Bill  by  A.  does  not  prevent  the 
Statute  from  running  against  JB.  and  C.  [The  Vice- 
Chancellor:  This  is  not  a  Bill  filed  simply  by  A.j  but 
by  A.  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  Creditors.  It 
is  in  fact  a  Bill  by  all  the  Creditors.]  No  Creditor, 
except  the  Plaintiff,  can  prove  his  Debt  in  order  to 
maintain  the  Suit.  If  the  Bill  is  dismissed,  the  circum- 
stance  of  its  having  existed  is  no  Answer  to  a  plea  of 
the  Statute ;  and  there  cannot  be  one  rule  where  the 
Bill  is  dismissed,  and  another  where  a  Decree  is  made. 
If  the  principle  upon  which  the  Exceptions  are  founded 
is  to  prevail,  a  Suit  may  be  suffered  to  remain  abated 
for  twenty  years,  and  yet  a  Debt,  which  was  within  a 
year  of  being  barred  when  the  Bill  was  filed,  will  be 
kept  alive.  It  is  the  Decree  only  which  stops  the  other 
Creditors;  but  before  the  Decree  is  pronounced  the 
Statute  will  run.  Lake  v.  Hayes  (/),  Anon,  (g).  Ex 
parte  Roffej/ {h),  Ex  parte  Rohs(i).  The  47  Geo.  III. 
s.  2,  c.  74,  does  not  place  Creditors  in  a  better  situation 
than  they  were  in  before  that  Statute,  except  that  it 
subjects  the  real  Estates  of  the  Debtor  to  payment  of 
bis  Simple-contract  Debts. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

That  the  commencing  proceedings  in  Equity  will  not 
prevent  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  is 
indisputable.  If  a  Creditor's  Bill  is  dismissed,  the 
pendency  of  the  Suit  will  not  prevent  the  Defendant 
from  taking  the  benefit  of  the  Statute. 

(/)  1  Atk.  «8i.        (g)  2  Atk.  1.  (h)  19  Vc8.  468. 

(i)  2  Glynn  &  Jam.  46.  Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
13th  August  1827. 
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This  case  has  been  reasoaed  on  two  fellaciesy.  as  ap« 
plied  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  Vini,  the 
Statute  does  not  bar  the  Debt,  but  the  remedy  only; 
and  Courts  of  Law  have  permitted  the  Statute  to  be 
evaded  by  recognitions  of  the  demand,  to  such  an  ei« 
tent  as  to  amount,  almost,  to  a  repeal  of  the  Statute* 
On  this  ground  I  think  that  the  Debt  exists. 

The  other  fallacy  is,  that  the  Statute  bars  the  Suit  in 
Equity;  which  it  does  not.  But,  as  Courts  of  Equity 
will  not  entertain  stale  demands,  they  have  thought 
proper  to  adopt  the  limit  of  six  years,  in  analogy  to  the 
Statute ;  and  Pleas  of  the  Statute  are  admitted  in  these 
Courts  by  analogy  only.  Where  the  circumstances  of  a 
Case  are  such  as  to  make  it  against  conscience  to  apply 
the  rule  founded  upon  this  analogy,  the  Court  will  not 
enforce  it.  It  has  been  said  that,  if  a  Creditor  files  a 
Bill  on  behalf  of  himself  and  others,  and  permits  it  to 
be  diamissed  before  Decree,  the  Statute  would  apply. 
J  dissent  from  this  proposition ;  for  I  think  that  the 
Court  would  protect  a  Creditor  against  any  accident  of 
that  kind.  I  have  no  doubt  that,  if  a  Creditor  file  a 
Bill  and  it  appears  that  the  rule  adopted  by  analogy  to 
the  Statute  would  affect  his  demand,  but  that  a  Bill  had 
been  before  filed  by  another  Creditor,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  second  Suit  had,  in  confidence  that  the 
former  Suit  would  be  prosecuted,  abstained  from  filing 
his  Bill,  the  Court  would  not  apply  its  rule.  Every 
Creditor  has,  to  a  certain  extent,  an  inchoate  interest  in 
a  Suit  instituted  by  one  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the 
rest;  and  it  would  be  attended  with  mischievous  con- 
sequences to  estates  of  deceased  Debtors  if  the  Court 
were  to  lay  down  a  rule  by  which  every  Creditor  would 
be  bound  either  to  file  his  Bill,  or  bring  his  Action. 
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Saits  have  been  instituted  in  which  Creditors,  in  con- 
sequence uf  the  deaths  of  Parties  and  a  variety  of 
other  circumstances,  have  been  unable  to  procure  a 
Decree  for  two  or  three  years,  although  every  reason-  Hahkinsow. 
able  diligence  may  have  been  used ;  and,  if  the  sche- 
dules to  most  of  the  Reports  made  in  Suits  of  this  na- 
ture were  looked  through,  it  would  be  found,  by  com- 
parison of  dates,  that  two  thirds  of  the  Creditors 
might  have  been  shut  out  by  a  strict  application  of  the 
rule. 

The  principle  of  convenience  does  not  apply ;  for  the 
adoption  of  the  rule,  in  all  cases  where  the  six  years 
had  run  before  the  Decree,  would  not,  for  the  reasons 
I  have  before  stated,  be  a  protection  to  the  Estates  of 
Debtors,  in  the  aggregate. 

It  has  been  said  that  every  Creditor  who  files  a  Bill 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  Creditors  may 
dismiss  his  Bill  if  he  pleases.  But  this  proposition  is 
not  trae  to  the  extent  to  which  it  has  been  stated. 
I  apprehend  that  it  is  not  the  rule  of  the  Court  that 
a  Creditor  may,  under  all  circumstances,  dismiss  his 
Bill.  I  recollect  instances  in  which  a  Creditor  who  has 
filed  a  Bill  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  Creditors, 
has  worked  a  benefit  to  himself  by  the  Orders  of  the 
Court,  and  has  attempted  to  dismiss  his  Bill  ;  but 
I  have  a  strong  impression  that  Lord  Eldon  said  that, 
having  given  the  Court  possession  of  the  Suit  by  a 
Decretal  Order,  it  was  not  competent  to  him  to  defeat 
any  other  Creditor  by  dismissing  his  Bill. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  that  every  Creditor  has,  after 
the  filing  of  the  Bill,  an  inchoate  interest  in  the  Suit  to 
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v.riiu  o(  its  being  considered  as  a  demand,  and 

.-.%«:ai  his  being:  shut  out  because  the  Plaintiff  has 

.u   ootained  a  Decree   within  the  six   years;   and, 

..uiefore,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  Exception 

uMi:iC  be  allowed. 


Another  Exception  was  taken  to  the  Report,  by  the 
Plaintiff  jRoA/ey,  who  had  claimed  a  debt  of  82  /.  1 55.  4c/. 
in  which  the  Intestate,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was 
indebted  to  him,  on  balance  of  account,  for  Goods  sold 
and  delivered  by  him  and  Thomas  Stenidale,  his  late 
Co-partner,  to  tlie  Intestate. 

It  appeared,  by  the  Ledger  of  jT.  Sterndah  and  Robley, 
that  the  Intestate,  on  the  gth  of  April  i8og,  owed 
them  a  balance  of  192/.  35.  yd.  From  that  time  to 
the  day  of  the  Intestate's  death  they  sold  him  Goods 
to  the  amount  of  106/.  155.  ^d.,  making  together 
298/.  18  s.  lorf. ;  and  they  received,  in  Cash  and 
Goods,  during  the  same  period,  142/.  115.,  leaving  a 
balance  of  156/.  75.  10  d.  due  from  the  Intestate  at 
his  death.  This  Balance  was  struck  at  the  foot  of  the 
left-hand  page,  and  was  carried  over  to  the  following 
Account : 
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CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Mr.  Agar  and  Mr.  Barber,   in  aupport  of  the 

Exception : — 

It  will  be  contended  that,  from  the  manner  in  which 
the  Balance  of  156/.  ys.  10  d.  was  brought  forward 
in  the  Ledger,  Robley  adopted  Mrs.  Hankinson  as  his 
Debtor,  and  that  therefore  he  had  waved  his  claim  as 
against  the  Intestate's  Estate ;  and  Claj/tan*i  Case,  in 
the  report  of  Devaj/nes  v.  Noble  (k),  will  be  relied  upon. 
But  this  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  Partner  who  continues 
the  Business  and  adopts  the  Debt  of  his  deceased 
Co-partner.  Here  there  is  no  Contract  on  the  part  of 
the  Administratrix  to  take  on  herself  the  Debts  of  the 
Intestate.  The  keeping  of  these  Accounts  was  the  act 
of  the  Creditor,  and  was  not  adopted  by  the  Adminis- 
tratrix. There  always  must  be  two  parties  to  a  Cob- 
tract ;  but  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  Administratrix 
was  a  party  to  these  transactions.  Besides,  the  inser- 
tion of  the  Initials  of  the  Intestate's  Name  in  the 
Account,  shows  that  the  Plaintiff  did  not  mean  to 
charge  the  Administratrix  with  that  Debt,  and  to  re- 
lease the  Intestate's  Estate. 


Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  Knight,  for  the  Report : — 

The  Plaintiff  Robley  clearly  adopted  the  Adnunis- 
tratrix  as  his  Debtor,  by  making  her  Debtor  to  the 
amount  of  the  Balance  due  at  the  Intestate's  decease ; 
Clayton's  Case  (/).  It  appears,  by  the  Ledger,  that  the 
Balance  was  once  reduced  so  low  as  to  60/.  139.  *jd* 
How  then  could  it  ever  afterwards  amount  to 
82/.  15s.  4 (f.  as  against  the  Intestate?  It  is  impossible 
that  this  Balance  can   be   due  from   the   Intestate's 


{k)  I  Mer.  572, 


(f)  Ub.sup. 
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Estate.  Indeed  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  Goods, 
with  which  the  Widow  was  supplied,  were  furnished  to 
her  as  Administratrix  of  her  late  Husband.  If  all  the 
Payments  made  by  her  are  to  be  taken  in  discharge  of 
the  156/.  75.  iod.,  the  whole  would  be  discharged; 
therefore,  quacunque  vid,  there  is  nothing  due  from  the 
Intestate's  Estate. 

The  Vicb-Chancellob  : — 
I  have  no  doubt  that  the  Master*s  Report  is  right. 

It  is  admitted  that  a  Balance  of  156/.  ys.  lod;  was 
doe  at  the  Intestate's  death.  The  Widow,  having  pos- 
sessed  Assets,  permits  Accounts  to  be  rendered  to  her  in 
which  she  is  made  Debtor  to  that  amount.  Between  the 
rendering  of  the  Account  and  the  24th  of  December  in 
the  same  year,  she  paid,  to  the  Party  rendering  the  Ac- 
counts, Sums  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  Balance  with 
which  she  was  charged  ;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
she  did  not  intend  to  pay  the  Debt  of  her  Husband. 
Suppose  that,  in  December  181 0,  a  Bill  had  been  filed,  by 
this  Creditor,  against  the  Administratrix,  to  make  her 
account  for  her  receipts  on  account  of  the  Intestate's 
Estate,  and  that  an  application  had  been  made  in  the  Suit 
for  her  to  pay  the  amount  of  Assets  received  by  her  into 
Court ;  if  it  appeared  that  she  had  made  payments  in 
discharge  of  the  Balance  due  from  her  Husband,  the 
Court  certainly  would  not  order  her  to  pay  in  the  whole 
amount  of  her  receipts,  but  would,  undoubtedly,  aUow 
her  to  retain  the  amount  of  payments  so  made  by  her. 
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i8th  &  19th  GREEN  V.  WEAVER. 

June,  and        rp 
29th  October.     1  HE  Bill  stated  that  the  Defendants  had  for  several 

*        ''        '     years  carried  on  the  business  of  Wool-brokers,  in  Part- 

DfnA^'t       J^crship  together,  under  the  firm  of  James  Weaver  4r  CO'f 

Broker.         ^^^  that  the  Plaintiff  had  for  several  years  carried  on, 

;  in  Coleman  Street,  the  business  of  a  Blackwell  Hall 

City  of  London  ^^^^or  •  That  the  Plaintiff,  in  the  way  of  his  business 
roust  answer   a  as  a  Blackwell  Hall  Factor,  had  had  considerable  deal 

Action  brought  of  their  business  as  Wool-brokers ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff, 
h^E*'  Y^  f  ^  ^^  ^  Blackwell  Hall  Factor,  had  been  accustomed  to 
misconduct  al-  ^®^  extensively  in  buying  and  selling  Wool :  That,  on 
though  the  dis-  the  23d  of  December  1820,  the  Plaintiff,  for  the  first 
ierI^him*to^the  *™®»  employed  James  Weaver  8^  Co.,  as  Wool-brokers, 
Penalty     of    a  to  purchase  for  him  Thirteen  Bags  of  Spanish  Wool ; 

Bond  given  by  ^^^  j^  y^^^  agreed  between  him  and  James  Weaver  is  Co., 
hmi  to  the  Cor-  ^  .  .     r% 

poration,  on  bis  ^^^  ^^^   amount  thereof  should  be  paid  for  in  One 

admission.  Month,  in  Cash,  with  a  discount  thereon,  in  favour  of 

Practice  ^^^  Plain  tiff)  of  five  per  cent  on  the  amount  thereof; 

Exception.        and  Weaver  6;  Co,  soon  afterwards  made  out  and  de- 

,-  ,  „      livered  to  the  Plaintiff  a  Bill  on  Account  of  such  Pur- 

If  a  general  Ex- 
ception is  taken   chase  in  the  following  words  and  figures  : — "  London, 

to  a  Master's  Re-  23d  of  December  1 820.  Bought,  ibr  account  of  Mr. 
Court  is  of  opi-  ^''^^^^*  Green,  the  following  Goods;  viz,:  Thirteen 
nion    that   the      Bags  of  Spanish  Wool,  to  be  weighed  in  one  month. 

Master    is  right  ^^^  ^j^^  amount  paid  in  Cash,  with  five  per  cent  Dis- 

in  any  one  Parti-  *^  '  ^ 

cular,"^  the  Excep-  count,  Brokerage  half  per  cent,    James  Weaver  4r  Co^ 

tion  must  be  over-  And  Weaver  i^  Co.,  at  the  same  time,  made  out  and 
ruled 

delivered  to  the  Plaintiff,  a  Bill  of  Parcels  or  Account 

of  theThirteen  Bags  of  Spanish  Wool,  to  the  folloveing 

effect :  "  l^ondon,  23d  of  December  1820.    Mr.  Thomas 
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Ctreen,  Bought  of  Ja$nes  Weaver  ^  Co.,  for  their  Prin- 
cipal, Thirteen  Bags  of  Spanish  Wool,  payable  in  Caah 
in  one  month,  524  /.  14  s.  4  d.,  Discount  five  per  cent,        Gb£kn 
26  /.  4  5.  8  J.~498  /.  9  8.  8  d.""    That  the  Plaintiff,  on 
the  Bills  or  Accounts  being  so  made  and  delivered  to 
him,   objected  to  the  words  or   expressions   therein, 
*•  for  their  Principal,"  it  being  expressly  understood 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  Messrs.  Weaver  4r  Co.  that 
the  Plaintiff  would  not  accept  any  Contract  for  Wool 
made  out  by  them  as  for  their  Principal,  and  without 
a  name ;  but  that  he  should  always  have  the  name  of 
such  Principal,  in  order  that  he  might  know  with  whom 
he  was  dealing;  and  it  was  also  understood  between 
them  that  Messrs.  Weaver  4r  Co.  should  only  purchaete 
for,  or  sell  to  the  Plaintiff,  Wools  at  first  hand,  or  from 
the  real  Importer  of  such  Wools :  That  it  is  very  dis- 
advantageous, to  a  Dealer  in  Wool,  to  purchase  Wool  at 
second  hand,  or  from  any  other  Person  than  the  Im- 
porter ;  and  that  buyers  of  Wool  for  sale  will  give  a 
higher  price  for  Wool,  if  it  be  supposed  to  come  imme- 
diately firom  the  Merchant  or  Importer,  than  firom  any 
other  Dealer  in  the  same  article ;  and  that  great  frauds 
or  impositions  have  been  and  are  practised  upon  Buyers, 
by  Brokers  concealing  the  name  of  the  real  Owner  of 
Wools,  or  giving  in  false  or  fictitious  names  as  the 
Owners,  thereby  making  sales  for  their  own  advantage, 
which  would  not  otherwise   be  made,  and  obtaining 
higher  prices  than  they  could  otherwise  obtain  if  the 
name  of  the  real  Owner  or  Seller  was  fairly  disclosed, 
as  it  is  the  duty  of  Brokers  in  all  cases  to  do :   That 
the    Plaintiff  objecting  as  aforesaid,  the  Defendant 
Stanley  informed  him  that  the  Thirteen  Bags  of  Spanish 
Wool  belonged  to  a  Mr.  Laidlow,  but  that  Mr.  Laidlaw 
did  not  like  his  name  to  be  known  in  the  Market ;  and 
Vol.  I.  F  F 
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the  Plaintiff  thereupon  took  the  Thirteen  Bags  of  Spanish 
Wool,  supposing  Mr.  Laidlow  to  be  the  Merchant  or 
•  Importer  of  such  Wool;  but  it  afterwards  appeared, 
and  the  fact  was,  that  Mr.  Laidlow  had  been  a  Clerk 
in  some  Mercantile  House,  and  was  not  the  real  Owner 
or  Importer  of  the  Thirteen  Bags  of  Wool;  and  that 
the  name  of  Mr.  Laidlow  was  only  used  to  mislead  the 
Plaintiff,  instead  of  giving  the  name  of  the  real  Im- 
porter or  Owner;  and  Messrs.  Weaver  is  Co.,  in  fact, 
participated  in  the  profit  on  the  sale  to  the  Plaintiff 
of  the  Thirteen  Bags  of  Spanish  Wool,  in  the  name  of 
Commission  or  otherwise,  to  a  considerable  amount, 
instead  of  selling:  the  same  to  the  Plaintiff  at  the  fair 
Market  Price,  with  an  allowance  only  of  their  Broker- 
age, of  half  per  cent  on  the  amount  thereof,  as  they 
ought  to  have  done ;  and  they  well  knew  that  the 
Plaintiff  would  not  have  purchased  the  Wool  of  Mr. 
Laidlow  if  he  had  known  who  Mr.  Laidlow  was,  or  to 
whom  the  Wool  in  fact  belonged ;  and  Messrs.  Weaver 
^  Co.  sold  the  Thirteen  Bags  of  Wool  to  the  Plaintiff 
at,  and  received  from  him,  a  much  higher  price  than  the 
real  Importer  thereof  would  have  done  ;  and  they  there- 
fore became,  and  were  accountable  to  the  Plaintiff  for 
the  amount  of  the  profit  derived  firom  such  sale,  and 
ought  to  render  an  account  thereof  to  the  Plaintiff, 
and  pay  to  him  the  amount  thereof;  and  that  they  ought 
to  be  charged  with,  and  allow  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  dif- 
ference between  the  price  at  which  they  sold  the  Thir- 
teen Bags  of  Wool  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  price  at 
which  the  same  would  have  been  sold  to  him  by  the 
real  Importer  thereof:  That  the  Sum  of 498  /.  9  *.  8  d.,  the 
amount  of  the  Purchase-money  for  the  Thirteen  Bags  of 
Spanish  Wool,  after  deducting  the  Discount  thereon, 
was  duly  paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  stipulated  time, 
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to  Messrs.  Weaver  is  Co, :  That,  on  the  26th  of  Sep- 
tember 1821,  the  Plaintiff  employed  James  Weaver  S^ 
Co.,  as  Woolbrokers,  to  purchase  for  him  Three  Bags  Greek 
of  German  Wool ;  and  it  was  agreed  between  the  Plain- 
tiff and  James  Weaver  8^  Co,  that  the  amount  thereof 
should  be  paid  for  by  the  Plaintiff,  by  his  acceptance 
of  a  Bill  of  Exchange,  to  be  drawn  upon  the  Plaintiff, 
and  made  payable  four  months  after  date,  with  a  Dis- 
count thereon,  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  of  two  and 
a  half  per  cent  on  the  amount  thereof;  and  Messrs. 
Weaver  ^  Co,  soon  afterwards  made  out  and  delivered 
to  the  Plaintiff  a  Bill  or  Account  of  such  last-mentioned 
Purchase,  in  the  following  words  and  figures : — **  Lon- 
don, Septemher  26th,  1821.  Bought,  for  account  of 
Mr.  Thomas  Green,  of  Mr.  Henry  Kirkpatrick,  the  fol- 
lowing goods;  viz.  Three  Bags  of  German  Wool,  to  be 
weighed  in  one  month,  and  the  amount  paid  by  yoiur 
Acceptance  at  four  months  date,  with  two  and  a  half 
per  cent  Discount ;  Brokerage,  half  per  cent.  James 
Weaver,"  And  Messrs.  Weaver  Is  Co,,  at  the  same 
time,  made  out  and  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff  a  BtU  of 
Parcels  or  account  of  the  three  last-mentioned  Bags 
of  German  Wool,  to  the  following  effect : — *'  London, 
26th  September  1821.  Mr.  Thomas  Green,  Bought  of 
Henry  Kirkpatrick  Three  Bags  of  German  Wool,  pay- 
able by  an  Acceptance  at  four  months  date,  from 
26th  October  1821.  229/.  85.  6d.  Discount,  two 
and  a  half  per  cent.  5/.  14  s.  gd.  223/.  131.  QdJ' 
That,  in  pursuance  of  the  last-mentioned  Contract,  the 
Plaintiff  accepted  and  delivered  to  Messrs.  Weaver 
if  Co.  a  Bill  of  Exchange,  drawn  by  or  in  the  name  of 
Henry  Kirkpatrick,  dated  the  26th  October  1821,  for 
433  '.  13«.  9d.  and  thereby  made  payable  four  Months 
after  date,  to  the  order  of  Henry  Kirkpatrick :  That 
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this  Bill  was  duly  taken  up  and  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  when 
it  became  due  and  payable.    The  Bill  then  stated  three 
similar  transactions  to  have  taken  place  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  Messrs.  Weaver  8^  Co.  on  the  30th  October 
and  22d  November  1821,  and  30th  October  1822;  and 
then  proceeded  thus :  That,  on  the  occasion  of  making 
the  last-mentioned  contracts  of  the  26th  September 
1821,  the  30th  October  1821,  the  22d  November  1821, 
and  30th  October  1822,  Messrs.  Weaver  if  Co.  repre- 
sented to  the  Plaintiff  that   Henry  Kirkpatrick  was 
a  Merchant  residing  in  Cheapnde  in  the  City  of  London, 
and  was  the  Person  by  whom  the  several  quantities  of 
Wool  mentioned  in  such  Contracts  had  been  imported, 
and  that  such  Wool  could  not  be  got  from  any  person 
other  than  Messrs.  Weaver  &  Co. ;  and  that  no  other 
Broker  than  themselves  had  any  sample  of  such  Wool : 
That  Messrs.   Weaver  Sf  Co.,  prior  to    the    Plaintiff 
making  the  last-mentioned  Contracts,  offered  to  sell  to 
him  the  several  last-mentioned  quantities  of  Wool,  as 
being  in  the  hands  of  the  Importer  thereof,  namely,  Hemy 
Kirkpatrick;  but  the  Plaintiff  afterwards  discovered  that 
the  said  several  quantities  of  German  Wool  were  not, 
nor  was  any  part  thereof,  in  fact,  imported  by  H&ny 
Ktrkpatricky  and  that  there  was  not  any  Person  resident 
in  the  City  of  London,  of  the  name  of  Henry  Kirh- 
patrick,  who  is  an  Importer  of  Wool,  but  that  the  Wool 
was  imported  by  one  Mr.  litchs,  a  German  Merchant 
in  London :  That  these  Wools  were  not  the  property  of 
Henry  Kirkpatrick^  but  of  William  M.  Everett ,  who  was 
a  Blackwell  Hall  Factor  in  London,  and  a  dealer  in 
Wool,  and  had  been  purchased  by  him  through  Messrs. 
Weaver  4r  Co.  and  that  the  name  of  Henry  Kirkpairick 
was  made  use  of  by  Messrs.  Weaver  S^  Co.  with  the  know- 
ledge that  the  said  Wools  were  the  property  of  Everett, 
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and  not  of  Kirkpatrick ;  and  that  they  were  employed  by, 
and  received  their  directions  solely  from  Everett  in  the 
sale  thereof,  and  accounted  with  him  for  the  proceeds         Grk>v 
thereof;  and  that  the  name  of  Kirkpatrick  was  only       ^ 
made  use  of  in  order  to  deceive  the  Plaintiff,  Messrs. 
Weaver  65  Co.  well  knowing  that  they  were  acting  con- 
trary to  their  duty  as  Brokers,  and  the  understanding 
between  them  and  the  Plaintiff,  upon  the  faith  of  which 
they  were  employed  by  him,  and  knowing  also  that  the 
Plaintiff  would  not  have  bought  the  Wools  at  all,  or 
would  not  have  given  the  same  price  for  them,  if  he  had 
been  aware  that  they  were  the  Property  of  Everett,  and 
not  of  the  Importer :  That  Messrs.  Weaver  Sf  Co.  were 
employed,  as  the  Brokers  of  the  Importer,  in  the  Sale 
to,  and  Purchase  of  these  Wools  by  Everett,  and  that, 
previous  to  the  Purchase  thereof  by  Everett,  samples 
had  been  shown  by  Messrs.  Weaver  If  Co.  to  the  Hain- 
tiff,  for  the  Importer  or  Importers  thereof;  and  that  the 
same  had  been  offered  to,  and  agreed  for  by  the  Plain-* 
tiff,  or  that  the  Plaintiff  had  made  them  a  bidding  for 
the  same  before  the  same  were  sold  to  and  purchased 
by  Everett ;  and  that  the  Sales  were  so  conducted  by 
Messrs.  Weaver  Sf  Co.  as  to  secure  a  certain  Profit  to 
Everett,  or  other  intermediate  Purchaser,  to  the  preju- 
dice both  of  the  Importer  and  of  the  Plaintiff,  and 
to  obtain  aii  extra  profit  or  advantage  to  themselves 
in  the  name  of  Commissicm,  or  otherwise,  instead  of 
soiling  th^  Wools,  directly  from  the  Importer  thereof^ 
to  the  Pllttntiff,  as  th^  ought  to  have  done:  That 
Messrs.  Weaver  If  Co.  well  knew  that  Mr.  Fuchs  was 
desirous  of  selling  Wools  directly  to  the  Plaintiff,  and 
had  solicited  the  Plaintiff  to  purchase  his  Wools ;  but 
that,  in  order  to  dissuade  the  Plaintiff  from  dealing 
directly  with  Mr.  Fuchs,  Messrs.  Weaver  ^  Co.  repre- 
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sented  the  character  of  Mr.  Fuchs  to  the  Plaintiff  in 
a  very  unfavourable  light;  and  Messrs.  Weaver  8f  Co. 
being  employed  by  the  Importers  of  such  Wools  as 
aforesaid,  they  were  thereby  enabled  to  make  a  double 
sale  thereof  for  their  own  advantage,  at  the  same  time, 
at  two  different  prices,  instead  of  an  immediate  sale  to 
the  Plaintiff:  That,  in  order  to  deceive  the  Plaintiff  in 
such  Purchase  and  Sale  to  him,  the  marks  of  such 
Wools  were  altered,  and  the  letter  K.  introduced  therein, 
as  the  initial  of  Kirkpatrick's  name,  to  denote  that  he 
was  the  Importer  or  Consignee  of  such  Wools :  And 
that  Messrs.  Weaver  Sf  Co.  derived  an  extra  Profit,  to 
a  considerable  amount,  on  the  Sales  to  the  Plaintiff 
of  the  last-mentioned  quantities  of  Wool,  or  partici- 
pated in  the  Profit  on  such  Sales  to  the  Plaintiff,  to 
a  considerable  amount,  instead  of  selling  the  same  to 
the  Plaintiff  at  the  fair  Market  Price,  with  an  allow- 
ance only  of  their  Brokerage  of  half  per  cent,  on  the 
amount  thereof,  as  they  ought  to  have  done:    And 
Messrs.  Weaver  Sf  Co.  sold  the  last-mentioned  quanti- 
ties of  Wool  to  the  Plaintiff  at,  and  received  from  him, 
a  much  higher  Price  than  the  real  Importer  would  have 
done  ;    and  Messrs.  Weaver  8^  Co.  therefore   became 
and  were  accountable  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  amount  of 
the  Profit  derived  from  the  last-mentioned  Sales,  and 
ought  to  render  an  account  thereof  to  the  Plaintiff,  and 
pay  to  him  the  amount  thereof;  and  that  they  ought  to 
be  charged  with  and  allow  to  the  Plaintiff  the  differ- 
ence between  the  Price  at  which  they  sold  the  last- 
mentioned  quantities  of  Wool  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the 
Price  at  which  the  same  would  have  been  sold  to  him 
by  the  real  Importer.    The  Bill  then  charged  that  the 
Defendants    had   in    their    custody  divers  Books  of 
Accpunt,  &c.  relating  to  the  matters  aforesaid,  and  that 
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the  Plaintiff  had  commenced  an  Action  at  Law  against 
them,  to  recover  damages  from  them,  in  respect  of  their 
fraudulent  conduct  as  his  Brokers,  in  the  several  trans- 
actions before  mentioned ;  but  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
oiot  able  to  prove  the  facts  and  circumstances  before 
stated  without  a  Discovery  from  the  Defendants  touch- 
ing such  facts  and  circumstances.  And  the  Bill  prayed 
for  a  Discovery  accordingly. 
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The  Defendant,  Jafm$  Weaver,  by  his  Answer,  said 
that  he  believed  that  the  Complainant  did  carry  on,  and 
for  several  Years  had  carried  on,  in  Coleman-^treet,  in 
the  City  of  London,  the  business  of  a  Blackwell-Uall 
Factor,  and  that  the  Complainant,  as  a  Blackwell-Hall 
Factor,  had  been  accustomed  to  deal  extensively  in 
buying  and  selling  Wool :  And  that,  by  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament, made  and  passed  in  the  Sixth  Year  of  the 
Reign  of  Queen  Anne,  intituled:  *'  An  Act  for  repealing 
the  Act  of  the  1st  Year  of  King  James  First,  intituled  1 
An  Act  for  the  well  garbling  Spices,  and  for  granting 
an  equivalent  to  the  City  of  London,  by  admitting 
Brokers,"  it  was  enacted  that,  from  and  after  the  deter- 
mination of  the  then  Sessions  of  Parliament,  all  Per- 
sons that  should  act  as  Brokers,  within  the  City  of 
London  and  the  Liberties  thereof,  should,  from  time  to 
time,  be  admitted  so  to  do  by  the  Court  of  Mayor  and 
Aldermen  of  the  said  City,  for  the  time  being,  under 
«uch  Restrictions  and  Limitations  for  their  honest  and 
^ood  behaviour  as  the  Court  should  think  fit  and  rea- 
sonable (a).  And  the  Defendant  further  said  that,  sub- 
sequently to,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  given  to 
Ahem  by  the  said  Act,  the  Court  of  Mayor  and  Alder- 
men made  certain  Rules  and  Regulations  touching  the 

{a)  Sec.  4. 
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admission  of  Brokers^  and  such  Rules  and  Regulations 

had  ever  since  been  and  still  were  in  force^  and,  by 

virtue  thereof,  eveiy  Person  who  applied  to  be  admitted 

Wfi'vEa        *  Broker  within  the  City  and  liberties  thereof,  was 

required,  previously  to  his  Admission,  to  execute  a 
Bond  to  the  Mayor,  Commonalty  and  Citizens  of 
London,  in  such  penalty  and  with  such  condition  as 
are  contained  in  the  Bond  mentioned  to  have  been 
executed  by  the  Defendant,  and  was  also  required  to 
take  an  Oath  to  the  effect  of  the  Oath  mentioned  to 
have  been  taken  by  the  Defendant.  And  the  Defend- 
ant further  said  that  he  was  admitted  to  act  as  a  Broker, 
within  the  City  of  London  and  the  Liberties  thereof,  by 
the  Court  of  Mayor  and  Aldermen,  in  the  Year  1814; 
and  that,  previous  to  such  Admission,  the  Defendant, 
in  compliance  with  the  aforesaid  Rules  and  Regulations, 
executed  a  Bond,  whereby  he  bound  himself,  hia  Heirs, 
Executors  and  Administrators,  unto  the  Mayor  and 
Commonalty  and  Citizens  of  the  City  of  Lomdon,  in 
500/.,  to  be  paid  to  the  Mayor  and  Comnsonalty  and 
Citizens,  with  a  condition  written  under  the  same 
Bond  in  the  following  words : 

**  Whereas  the  above-bounden  James  Weaver  is,  by 
the  Court  of  Lord  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  the  City  of 
I/^idon,  allowed  to  be  admitted  and  sworn  a  Broker 
within  the  same  City  and  Liberties  thereof,  to  have,  use 
and  exercise  the  said  office  and  employment  during  the 
pleasure  of  the  said  Court,  and  no  longer :  Now  the 
condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  Jamet 
Weaver,  for  and  during  such  time  he  shall  and  dotk 
continue  in  the  said  office  and  employment,  shall  and 
do  well  and  faithfully  execute  and  perform  the  same, 
without  fraud,  covin  or  deceit,  and  shall,  upon  every 
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Contract,  Bargain  or  Agreement  by  him  made,  declare 
and  make  known,  to  such  Person  or  Persons  with  whom 
such  Agreement  is  made,  the  Name  or  Names  of  his  Ctrben 
Principal  or  Principals,  either  Buyer  or  Seller,  if  thereto 
required,  and  shall  keep  a  Book  or  Register,  and 
therein  truly  and  fairly  enter  all  such  Contracts,  Bar- 
gains and  Agreements,  within  three  days  after  making 
thereof,  together  with  the  Names  of  the  respective 
Principals  for  whom  he  buys  or  sells,  and  shall,  upon 
demand  made  by  any  of  the  Parties,  Buyer  or  Seller, 
concerned  therein,  produce  and  show  such  Entry  to 
them  or  eitiier  of  them,  to  manifest  and  prove  the 
traih  and  certainty  of  such  Contracts  and  Agreements, 
and,  for  satisfiEiotion  of  all  such  Persons  as  shall  doubt 
whether  he  is  a  lawful  and  sworn  Broker  or  not,  shafl, 
upon  request,  produce  a  Medal  of  Silver,  with  his 
Majesty's  Arms  engraved  or  stamped  on  the  one  side, 
and  the  Arms  of  die  City,  with  his  Name,  on  the  other, 
and  shall  not,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  himself  or  any 
other,  deal,  for  himself  or  any  other  Broker,  in  the 
Exchange  or  Remittance  of  Money,  or  in  buying  any 
Tally  or  Tallies,  Order  or  Orders,  Bill  or  Bi&s,  Share  or 
Shares,  or  Interest  in  any  joint  Stock  to  be  transferred 
or  assigned  to  himself  or  any  Broker,  or  to  any  other 
in  trust  for  him  or  them,  or  m  buying  any  Goods, 
Wares,  or  Merchandises  to  barter  or  sell  again,  upon 
his  own  account,  or  for  his  own  or  any  other  Broker's 
benefit  or  advantage,  or  make  any  gains  or  profit  in 
buying  or  selling  any  Goods  over  and  above  the  usual 
Brokerage,  and  shall  and  do  discover  and  make  known, 
to  the  Court  of  Lord  Mayor  and  Aldermen,  in  writing, 
tile  Names  and  Places  of  abode  of  all  and  every  Per- 
son and  Persons  as  he  shall  know  to  use  and  exercise 
the    said  office  or  employment,  not  being  thereunto 
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duly  authorized  and  empowered  as  aforesaid,  within 
thirty  days  after  his  knowledge  thereof,  and  shaii  not 
employ  any  person  under  him  to  act  as  Broker  within 
the  said  City  and  Liberties  thereof,  not  being  duly 
admitted  as  aforesaid,  and  shall  not  presume  to  meet 
and  assemble  in  Exchange-alley,  or  other  public  Pas- 
sage, within  the  said  City  and  Liberties  thereof,  other 
than  upon  the  Royal  Exchange,  to  negotiate  his  busi- 
ness and  affairs  of  Brokerage,  to  the  annoyance  or 
obstruction  of  any  of  his  Majesty's  subjects,  or  any 
other  in  their  business  or  passage  about  their  occasions, 
then  this  obligation  to  be  void  and  of  none  effect,  or  else 
to  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue :  and  the  De- 
fendant further  said  that,  in  further  compliance  with 
the  aforesaid  Rules  and  Regulations,  he,  previous  to 
his  Admission  as  aforesaid  to  act  as  a  Broker,  was  re- 
quired to  take  and  did  take  an  Oath,  administered  to 
him  by  the  proper  Officer  of  the  said  City,  which  was  in 
the  words  and  figures,  or  to  the  purport  and  effect  fol- 
lowing ;  (that  is  to  say,)  ^^  I  do  sincerely  promise  and 
swear  that  I  will  truly  and  faithfully  execute  and  per- 
form the  office  and  employment  of  a  Broker,  between 
Party  and  Party,  in  all  things  appertaining  to  the  duty 
of  the  said  office  or  employment,  without  fraud  or 
collusion,  to  the  best  of  my  skill  and  knowledge: 
and  the  Defendant  further  said  that  the  Bond,  so  ex- 
ecuted by  him  as  aforesaid,  had,  ever  since,  been  and 
still  was  in  full  force,  and  that  he,  ever  since  the  Date 
of  the  Bond,  had  continued  in  the  office  or  employ- 
ment of  a  Broker  within  the  City  of  London  and  the 
Liberties  thereof;  and  that  all  the  transactions  where- 
of a  Discovery  was  sought  by  the  Bill  from  the  De- 
fendant took  place  within  the  City  of  London  and  the 
Liberties  thereof;  and  that,  by  the  said  Act  of  the  6th  of 
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Anne,  it  was  further  Enacted  that  if  any  Persons,  from 
and  after  the  determination  of  the  then  Session  of 
Parliament,  should  take  upon  him  to  act  as  a  Broker, 
or  employ  any  other  under  him  to  act  as  such,  within 
the  said  City  and  Liberties,   not  being  admitted  as 
aforesaid,  every  such  Person  so  offending  should  forfeit 
and  pay  to  the  Mayor,  Commonalty,  and  Citizens  of 
the  City,  for  every  such  offence,  the  sum  of  25  /.  to  be 
recovered  in  manner  therein  mentioned:  And  the  De- 
fendant further  said  that,  by  another  Act  of  Paiiiament, 
passed  in  the  57th  year  of  Geo.  3,  intituled :  "  An  Act 
for  granting  an  equivalent  for  the  diminution  of  the 
profits  of  the  Office  of  Ganger  of  the  City  of  London, 
and  increasing  the  Payments  to  be  made  by  Brokers ;" 
after  reciting  the  said  Act  of  the  6th  Anne,  it  was 
amongst  other  things  Enacted  that  so  much  of  the  said 
Act  as  imposed  a  Penalty  of  25  /.  upon  every  Person 
who  should  take  upon  him  to  act  as  a  Broker,  or 
employ  any  Person  under  him  to  act  as  such,  not  being 
admitted  in  pursuance  of   the  said  Act,    should  be 
and  the  same  was  thereby  repealed :  And  it  was  thereby 
enacted  that,  from  and  after  the  passing  of  that  Act, 
if  any  Person  should  take  upon  him  to  act  as  a  Broker, 
or  employ  or  cause  or  permit  or  suffer  any  Person  or 
Persons  to  be  employed,  with,  under  or  for  him,  to  act 
as  such  within  the  said  City  and  Liberties,  not  being 
permitted  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Act  therein  recited, 
every  such  Person  so  offending  should  forfeit  and  pay 
to  the  use  of  the  Mayor,  Commonalty,  and  Citizens  of 
the  said  City,  for  every  such  offence,  the  Sum  of  100  /., 
to  be  recovered  by  Action  of  Debt,  in  the  Name  of  the 
Chamberlain  of  the  said  City,  in  any  of  his  Majesty's 
Courts  of  Record,  in  which  no  Protection,  Essoign,  or 
Wager  of  Law,  shall  be  allowed,  or  any  more  than  one 
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1837.  Imparlance  (6).    And  the  Defendant  Airther  said  that 

John  Stanley  and  James  Hempstead^  who  by  the  Bill 
were  alleged  to  carry  on^  and  had  for  several  years  car- 
_   ^'  ried  on,  the  business  of  Woolbrokers  in  partnership 

together  and  with  this  Defendant,  under  the  firm  of 
James  Weaver  Sf  Co.  had  not,  nor  had  either  of  them 
been  admitted  to  act  as  Brokers  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  Act  of  the  6th  of  Anne:  and  the  Defendant  fur- 
ther said  that  he  was  advised  that  the  Discovery  sought 
by  the  Bill,  as  to  the  matters  not  answered  by  him,  might 
subject  him  to  Penalties  ;  and  he  therefore  objected  to 
answer  the  same,  and  insisted  that  he  was  entitled  to 
the  same  benefit  of  objection  as  if  he  had  pleaded  the 
matters  in  bar  to  the  said  Discovery. 

The  Defendants  Stanley  and  Hempstead  answered 
to  and  admitted  the  same  parts  of  the  Bill  as  Weaver 
did ;  and  then  set  forth  so  much  of  the  6th  Anne  as 
relates  to  the  admission  of  Brokers,  and  imposes  the 
penalty  of  25/.  on  persons  acting  as  Brokers  without 
being  duly  admitted;  and  also  so  much  of  the 
57th  Geo.  3.  as  was  stated  in  Weaver's  Answer ;  and 
then  concluded  thus  : — ^'  And  these  Defendants  say 
that  they  have  not,  nor  hath  either  of  them,  been  ad- 
mitted to  act  as  Brokers,  or  a  Broker,  in  pursuance  of 
the  said  Act  of  the  6th  year  of  the  reign  of  her  late 
Majesty  Queen  Anne;  that  each  and  every  of  the 
transactions  in  the  Bill  mentioned,  in  respect  of  which 
Discovery  is  sought,  took  place  within  the  City  of 
London  and  the  Liberties  thereof;  that  they  ^re  advised 
that  the  Discovery  sought  by  the  Bill,  as  to  the  several 
matters  not  already  answered  by  these  Defendants, 


(6)  See  57  G.  III.  c.  60,  sect.  2,  Loo.  &  Pers. 
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might  subject  them  to  Penalties ;  and  these  Defend- 
antsi  therefore,  object  to  answer  the  same ;  and  insist 
that  they  are  entitled  to  the  same  benefit  of  objection 
as  if  they  had  pleaded  the  said  matters  in  bar  to  the 
said  Discovery/' 

The  Plaintiff  excepted  to  each  of  these  Answers. 
The  Exceptions  were  thirty-five  in  number,  and  em- 
braced the  whole  of  the  stating  and  charging  parts  of 
the  Bill^  except  the  Allegations  which  appear,  from  the 
preceding  part  of  this  Report,  to  have  been  answered. 
The  Master  allowed  all  the  Exceptions :  upon  which, 
the  Defendants  excepted,  generally,  to  the  Master^B 
Report. 

Mr.  Home,  and  Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  Defendants, 
in  support  of  the  Exception  to  the  Report : — 

The  Bill  is  not  filed  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
Accounts  taken  between  the  Parties;  but  it  states, 
merely,  acts  done  by  the  Defendants  which  are  alleged 
to  be  a  breach  of  their  duty  to  the  Plaintiff,  as  his 
Brokers ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  has  brought  an  Action 
against  the  Defendants  to  recover  Damages  for  such 
alleged  breach  of  duty ;  and  it  prays,  simply,  a  Dis- 
covery in  aid  of  thai  Action.  The  ground  upon  which 
the  Defendants  contend  that  they  are  protected  from 
answering  is,  that  if  they  have  conducted  themselves  as 
the  Bill  alleges,  they  are  subject  to  Penalties,  and  to 
a  criminal  Prosecution.  Now  it  is  quite  clear  that  no 
person  is  compellable,  in  this  Court,  to  answer  what 
will  so  subject  him ;  and  that  he  may  claim  the  protec- 
tion of  the  Court,  by  Answer,  and  need  not  plead  or 
demur  to  the  Bill,  unless  he  so  chooses,  even  in  a  case 
which  admits  of  either  of  those  modes  of  defence. 
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The  situation  of  the  Defendant  Weaver  is  different 
from  that   of  the  two  other  Defendants.     He  is  a 
Green         Broker,  but  they  are  not  Brokers. 

V. 

Weaver.  ist.  With  respect  to  the  Defendant  Weaver. 

The  6th  Anne  empowered  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen 
of  the  City  of  London  to  admit  persons   to  act  as 
Brokers  within  the  City,  under  such  Rules  and  Regu- 
lations for  their  good  conduct  as  the  Court  of  Mayor 
and  Aldermen   might    think   proper   to   make.     The 
Court  availed  themselves  of  the  power  thus  given  them, 
and  one  of  the  Rules  and  Regulations  which  they  made 
was,  that  every  person  who  should  apply  to  be  admitted 
a  Broker  should  take  the  Oath  which  is  set  forth  in  the 
Answer;    and  another  was,  that  every  such   person 
should  enter  into  a  Bond,  to  the  Corporation  of  the 
City,   in  such   Penalty,  and  with  such  Sureties  and 
Condition  as  are  also  stated  in  the  answer.    Then  the 
57th  Geo.  3,  recites  the  6th  Anne^  and  enacts  that  if 
any  person  shall  act  as  a  Broker,  within  the  City,  with- 
out being  admitted  as  required  by  the  recited  Act,  he 
shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  100/.  instead  of  25  /.,  the  penalty 
imposed  by  the  recited  Act.     The  57  Geo.  3,  therefore, 
recognizes  the  power  given  to  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen, 
by  the  6th  of  Anne,  to  make  Rules  and  Regulations  as 
to  the  admission  of  Brokers ;  and,  as  that  Act  mrust  be 
supposed  to  have  been  passed  by  the  Legiidature  with 
the  actual  knowledge  of  the  Rules  and  Regulations 
which  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen  had  made  upon  that 
subject,  it  is,  in  effect,  a  recognition  and  confirmation 
of  those  Rules  and  Regulations.     Now  every  one  of 
the  allegations  of  misconduct  in  the  Bill,  is  a  violation 
of  one  or  other  of  the  terms  of  the  Condition  of  the 
Bond ;  for  the   Defendants  are  charged  with  having 
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concealed  the  names  of  their  Principals  ;  with  having  1827. 

participated  in  the  Profits  of  the  Sales  ;  and  having  got 

higher  prices  from  the  Plaintiff  than  the  real  Importer 

would  have  done.     The  Defendants  therefore  can  not 

be  compelled  to  answer  any  one  of  these  allegations^  as 

they  would  thereby  forfeit  their  Bonds,  and  become 

liable  to  pay  the  penalty. 

Next,  the  Legislature  having  thought  proper  to  trust 
the  Mayor  and  Aldermen  with  a  jurisdiction  to  make 
Regulations  as  to  the  admission  of  Brokers,  they  re- 
quired an  oath  to  be  taken.  The  authority  to  impose 
this  oath  was  afterwards  recognized  by  the  57  Geo.  3  ; 
and  the  oath  is  administered  by  the  Court  of  Mayor 
and  Aldermen,  who  certainly  have  the  power  of  ad- 
ministering oaths,  and  consequently  a  violation  of  it 
would  subject  the  party  to  an  indictment  for  Perjury. 
It  is  also  alleged  that  the  Defendant  Weaver  per- 
mitted the  other  Defendants  to  act  with  him  as  a  Bro- 
ker. As  they  were  never  duly  admitted  as  Brokers,  an 
answer  in  the  affirmative  to  this  allegation  would  sub- 
ject Weaver  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  57  Geo.  3. 

Next,  as  to  the  Defendants  Stanley  and  Hempstead. 
They  have  never  been  admitted  as  Brokers.  If,  therefore, 
they  were  to  admit  that  they  had  acted  as  such,  they 
would  become  subject  to  the  penalty  imposed  by 
57  Geo.  3.  If  then  none  of  these  Defendants  are  com- 
pellable to  answer  as  to  their  carrying  on  the  business 
of  a  Woolbroker,  they  can  not  be  compelled  to  answer 
as  to  their  dealings  in  that  capacity. 

Besides,  it  is  not  necessary  for  these  Defendants  to 
prove  that  the  Discovery  sought  would  subject  them  to 
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penalties,  forfeiture,  or  a  criminal  prosecution ;  it  is 
sufficient  to  show  that  it  might  form  a  link  in  the  chain, 
or  that  it  would  expose  the  Defendant  to  a  gross  moral 
seproach.  Btiker  y.  Mellish  (c).  Dolder  ▼«  hard  Hun^ 
tingfieU  (d),  where  what  is  said,  by  the  Counsel  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  upon  the  subject  now  under  discussion,  is  re- 
cognized by  Lord  Eldon,  C.  in  his  judgment  on  the 
Case.  Shaw  v.  CAtng  (e).  Rowe  v.  Teed  (/)•  Paxtou 
y.  Douglas  (g).     Franco  y.  Bolton  (A). 

If  this  Bill  had  prayed  for  an  Account  of  the  Monies 
received  by  the  Defendants  on  the  Plaintiff's  account, 
and  not  for  a  Discovery  in  aid  of  the  Action,  the  De- 
fendants might  perhaps  have  been  compelled  to  answer 
the  Questions  which  are  objected  to.  But  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  the  Discovery  is  to  recover  Damages  for  frandiir 
lent  proceedings ;  and  the  Action  is  founded  on  a  Tort 

Mr.  Sugden,  and  Mr.  Barber,  for  the  Plaintiff,  in  sup- 
port of  the  Master^s  Report:  — 


Several  of  the  Allegations  in  this  Bill  do  not  tend  in 
any  manner  either  to  criminate  the  Defendant,  or  to 
subject  him  either  to  Penalties  or  Forfeiture,  and  there- 
fore, might  have  been  answered  with  perfect  safety- 
According  to  the  argument  for  the  Defendants,  a  Prin- 
cipal is  to  have  no  Discoveiy  from  his  Broker^  because 
it  may  subject  the  Broker  to  forfeit  his  Bond,  or  to  a 
Prosecution  for  perjury.     No  Bill  calling  on  a  Broker 

(c)  11  Ves.  68.  See  page  73.  (d)  Ibid.  283. 5187. 

(e)  Ibid.  303.      (J)  15  Ves.  372.   See  particularly  p.  377. 
(g)  16  Ves.  239,  and  19,  225. 

(h)  3  Ves.  368 ;  and  Cvrzon  v.  Lord  De  la  Zouchf  \  Swanst 
185.  192. 
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for  an  Acconnt  of  Monies  of  his  employer  in  his  hands, 
can  be  sustained,  if  the  argument  for  the  Defendants  is 
to  prevail.  It  is  no  answer,  to  a  person  with  whom  the 
Broker  has  contracted  to  account,  that  he  has  entered 
into  this  Bond.  An  Administrator  gives  a  Bond  to 
secure  a  due  administration  of  the  Assets,  but  he  is 
nevertheless  bound  to  account  to  the  next  of  Kin. 
Weaver,  by  acting  as  the  Plaintiff's  Agent,  entered  into 
an  implied  contract  to  account,  and  must  abide  by  the 
consequences,  whatever  they  may  be.  If  the  other 
Defendants  are  not  compellable  to  answer,  any  person 
may  act  as  a  Broker,  though  he  has  not  been  admitted, 
and  may  escape  from  the  penalty.  Fanlder  v.  Stuart  {%). 
Cogamauly.  Verelst(k).  Nicholv.  Verelsi{l).  Shackellv. 
Macaulatf  (m).  Ex-parte  Dyster  (n).  African  Company 
V.  Parish  (p).  The  Case  of  Paxton  v.  Douglas  does  not 
apply ;  for  here  the  Defendants  agreed  to  act  as  the 
Plaintiff's  Agents,  and  to  take  upon  themselves  all  the 
responsibility  of  that  situation. 

Mr.  Home,  in  reply.  There  is  no  analogy  between 
the  Case  of  The  African  Company  v.  Parish  and  the 
present  one ;  for  in  that  Case  the  Defendants  were  the 
persons  with  whom  the  Company  had  entered  into  the 
Contract.  That  was  not  a  Case  of  Penalties,  but  of 
Account ;  for,  by  the  Contract,  the  Freight  was  to  be 
of  a  certain  amount,  if  the  Defendant  did  not  trade  in 
certain  articles ;  and  of  another,  if  he  did.  In  Coja- 
maul  V.  Verelst,  the  question  was,  whether  the  Court 
would  grant  a  Commission  to  examine  Witnesses.  That 
is  not  the  question  here. 

(f )  11  Ves.  296.  {k)  4  Bro.  P.  C.  ed.  Toml.  407. 

(/)  Ibid.  416.  (m)  2  Sim.  d?  Stu.  79. 

(«)  2  Rom,  349.  S.  C.  1  Men  155.        (a)  t  yem.*244. 
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1837.  The  Vice-Chakcellob: 

'  At  this  moment  I  have  a  strong  feeling  that  the 

Gabbit         Defendant  is  not  entitled  to  protect  himself,  upon  the 

Weavbb        grounds  that  have  heen  relied  upon,  from  giving  the 

discovery  which  it  is  the  object  of  the  Bill  to  obtain. 
But  I  will  not  finally  determine  the  point  without  look- 
ing through  the  multitude  of  Cases  which  exist  in  the 
Books.  If  this  Defence  is  sustainable,  the  Acts  of 
Parliament  which  authorize  the  City  of  London  to 
appoint  and  control  Brokers,  and  which  were  intended 
for  the  protection  of  the  Trader,  will,  instead  of  having 
that  operation,  prevent  him  from  detecting  the  grossest 
frauds.  If  some  of  the  doctrine  contained  in  the  obiter 
dicta  in  the  Report  of  Paxton  v.  Douglas,  be  Law, 
I  cannot  reconcile  it  with  the  Decision  in  Ex  pipie 
Dyster. 


The  Vice-Chancellob: 
This  Case  comes  on,  for  judgment,  upon  Exceptions 
to  the  Master's  Report.    The  Master  has  reported  that 
the  Answer  is  insufficient ;  and  an  Exception  is  taken 
to  that  Report. 

The  facts  of  the  Case  are  these :  The  Plaintiff,  Greett, 
is  a  Blackwell-Hall  Factor,  carrying  on  business  in  the 
City  of  London 'j  the  Defendants,  James  Weaver  if  Co», 
are  Pensons  who  are  alleged,  by  the  Bill,  to  be  Co- 
partners, as  Brokers,  in  the  same  City.  Tlie  Bill  is 
filed  for  a  Discovery  of  Facts,  to  be  used  as  Evidence 
in  an  Action,  brought  by  the  Plaintiff  n^ainst  the 
Defendants,  to  recover  Compensation  for  Damage  sus- 
tained by  their  alleged  misconduct  ta  the  Plaintiff'^ 
Brokers. 
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The  Plaintiff's  case  may  be  stated,  shortly^  thus. 
In  the  year  i8«i,  he  was  a  Merchant,  in  the  City  of 
London,  trading  in  Foreign  Wools.    At  the  same  time, 
the  Defendants  carried  on,  in  the  same  City,  the  busi- 
ness of  Brokers  in  Co-partnership,  under  the  firm  of 
James  Weaver  Sf  Co.     In  that  year  the  Plaintiff  em- 
ployed the  Defendants,  as  his  Brokers,  to  purchase 
for  him  Thirteen  Bags  of  Foreign  Wool ;  and  it  ^as 
a  part   of  the   Plaintiff's   order,  that  these   Brokers 
should  purchase  from  the  Importers  only ;  the  Plaintiff 
considering  it  was  disadvantageous  to  buy  at  second 
hand.  The  Bill  then  states  that  the  Defendants  accepted 
this  Agency,  and  bought  the  Thirteen  Bags  of  Wool,  and 
delivered  with  them  the  usual  Broker's  note;  and  they 
also  delivered  an  Account  or  Bill  of  Parcels,  but  which 
Bill  of  Parcels  did  not  specify  the  name  of  the  Seller. 
It  then  proceeds  to  state  that  the  Plaintiff  demanded 
the  name  of  the  Seller,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  insisted 
that  in  all  future  Bills  of  Parcels  the  Vendor's  name 
should  be  inserted.    Upon  this  requisition  the  Defend- 
ants stated  to  the  Plaintiff  that  a  Mr.  Laidhw  was  the 
Importer  and  Seller  of  these  Thirteen  Bags  of  Wool, 
but  that  he,  Mr.  Laidlow,  did  not  wish  his  name  to 
appear  in  the  Market.    This  information  satis6ed  the 
Plaintiff,  and  he  received  the  Wool,  and  paid  for  it, 
according  to  the  terms  stipulated,  between  himself  and 
the  Brokers,  as  to  payment.     With  respect  to  these ' 
terms  it  may  be  sufficient  to  observe,  without  stating 
particularly  the  terms  of  Payment,  that  they  were  such 
as  entitled  the  Plaintiff  to  expect  that  he  should  go 
into  the  Market,  as  a  Purchaser,  on  the  best  mercan- 
tile footing.   The  Bill  then  states  several  other  instances 
of  Purchases,  made  for  the  Plaintiff,  by  the  Defendants 
as  Brokers,  in  all  of  which  Purchases  the  Defendants 
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1827.  inserted  the  name  of  Henry  Kirkpatrickf  as  the  Seller  of 

these  several  Parcels  of  Wool,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
received  and  paid  for  these  Parcels  according  to  the 
yr  "*  Stipulated  terms.    The  Plaintiff  then  alleges  that  he 

has  since  discovered  that  the  representations  of  the 
Defendants  were  false  and  fraudulent;  That  Laidlow 
was  not  the  Importer,  nor  was  he  the  Merchant  or  the 
Seller  of  these  Thirteen  Bags  of  Wool :  That  there  was 
no  such  Person  in  existence  as  Mr.  Henry  Kirkpatrick, 
who  was  represented  as  the  Vendor  of  the  other  Parcels 
of  Wool ;  and  that  the  whole  of  the  Defendants  trans- 
actions, as  the  Plaintiff's  Agents  or  Brokers  (for  I  take 
it  that  Agent  or  Broker  are  convertible  terms)  were 
bottomed  in  fraud :  That  they  were  a  tissue  of  misre- 
presentations,  from  beginning  to  end;  and  that  they, 
instead  of  being  mere  Brokers,  had  an  interest  in  and 
divided  the  Profits,  made  from  these  sales  to  the  Plain- 
tiff^ beyon'd  the  Brokerage.  He  then  states,  in  order 
to  recover  Compensation  for  the  Damage  he  has  sus- 
tained through  this  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants,  that  he  has  brought  an  Action,  which  is 
now  pending :  And,  on  these  allegations,  the  Plaintiff 
requires  from  the  Defendants  a  full  and  particular 
discovery  of  all  the  transactions  wherein  they  were 
acting  as  his  Brokers  in  the  purchasing  of  these  Wools; 
and  likewise  a  disclosure  of  all  Books  containing  En- 
tries relating  to  these  transactions :  And  he  alleges 
that  he  requires  that  discovery  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  himself  to  give  Evidence  in  the  Action,  that 
Damages  may  be  awarded  accordingly. 

Upon  a  Case  thus  stated,  I  think  that  two  proposi- 
tions may  be  assumed :  1st,  That  the  Policy  of  the  Law 
not  only  requires  that  a  Broker  or  Agent  should  act 
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with  fidelity  to  his  Employer^  and  should  be  ready,  at 
all  times,  to  render  a  full  and  clear  account  of  his 
transactions ;  but,  2dly,  from  the  nature  of  this  Case, 
the  Defendant  must  possess,  and  perhaps  exclusively 
possess,  the  means  of  stating  that  Account,  which  the 
policy  of  the  Law  entitles  the  Plaintiff  to  demand.  I 
think  these  propositions  may  be  assumed  in  this  Case 
as  clear. 


42^ 
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The  Defendants  have  set  up  separate  Defences,  but 
they  arrive,  in  the  result,  to  the  same  conclusion, 
namely,  that,  by  giving  the  discovery,  they  may  sub- 
ject themselves  to  penalties,  and  that  a  Court  of  Equity 
will  not  compel  a  discovery  which  will  produce  that 
consequence.  The  Defendant,  James  Weaver,  admits 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  transactions,  the  Plaintiff 
was  a  Blackwell-Hall  Factor  in  the  City  of  London :  and 
this,  which  is  a  fact  that  the  Plaintiff  might  easily  prove 
aliunde,  is  the  only  substantive  fact  in  which  he  makes 
the  discovery  demanded.  As  to  the  other  facts,  he  sets 
up  the  statute  6th  Anne,  by  which  Persons  acting  as 
Brokers  in  the  City  of  London,  are  required  to  be 
admitted,  as  such,  by  the  Court  of  the  Lord  Mayor  and 
Aldermen,  and  under  certain  regulations  for  ensuring  to 
their  Principals  the  good  conduct  of  the  Broker.  But 
perhaps  I  had  better  state  the  language  of  the  Defend- 
ant from  the  Defence  itself. 


[His  Honour  here  stated  the  Clauses  of  the  Acts  of 
Parliament,  the  Bond,  and  the  Oath  set  forth  in  the 
Answer,  and  then  proceeded  as  follows :] 

He  then  states  that  Stanley  and  Hempstead  and  him- 
self carried  on  business,  as  Partners  and  Wool  Broken, 
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1827.  under  the  firm  of  Weater  ^  Co. :  That  they  nevet  were 

admitted  to  act  as  Brokers,  and  that  they  are  not  enti- 
tled to  act  in  that  capacity  ;  and  that  this  discovery  of 
Weaver.       ^^^  ^^^^  called  for  by  the  Bill,  would  subject  himself 

not  only  to  the  Penalties,  but  to  give  evidence  against 
himself  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  his  Oath : 
and,  on  these  grounds,  he  claims  the  benefit  of  the  Rule 
of  the  Court  which  prohibits  a  man  from  criminating; 
or  subjecting  himself,  by  his  own  discovery,  to  Penal- 
ties. The  Defence  I  have  now  stated  is  that  upon 
which  the  Defendant  considers  that  he  is  entitled  to 
refuse  the  Discovery. 

Now,  that  the  rule  of  a  Court  of  Equity  is,  that  a 
man  shall  not  be  compelled  to  Answer  to  any  facta 
which  may  tend  to  criminate  him  or  subject  him  to 
Penalties  or  Forfeitures,  is  undeniable ;  but  the  due  ap* 
plication  of  this  Rule  to  the  circumstances  of  individual 
cases,  has  been,  at  all  times,  a  matter  of  much  contro- 
versy; and  so  much  so,  that,  I  believe,  not  less  than 
one  hundred  Cases  are  to  be  found  in  tlic  Reports,  in 
which  the  question  was,  whether  the  Defendant  was  or 
not  bound  to  give  the  Discovery  sought  for.  The  due 
application  of  the  Rule  to  the  present  Case,  is  that 
which  I  have  laboured  to  arrive  at. 

If  I  decide  that  the  Defendants  are  bound  to  an- 
swer, it  may  be  said  that  my  Decision  is  inconsistent 
with  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  great  Judges  in  former 
Cases.  If  I  decide  that  the  Defendants  are  not  bound  to 
answer,  I  may  render  those  Acts  of  Parliament,  espe- 
cially framed  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  Principals 
from  the  dishonesty  of  their  Agents,  a  cover  to  their 
Agents  in  the  grossest  and  most  scandalous  frauds  ^ 
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for^  stript  of  the  effect  of  the  Statutes,  as  inflicting 
Penalties,  it  would  be  the  common  course  of  the  Court 
of  Equity  to  compel  each  of  these  Defendants  to  state, 
on  oath,  whether  they  were  employed  as  Brokers  and 
Agents  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  whether  they  acted  in  that 
capacity,  and  to  set  forth  every  particular  of  each  of 
the  Defendant's  dealings  as  Agent  or  Broker  of  the 
Plaintiff,  and  to  produce  every  entry  in  his  Books,  and 
every  Document  relating  to  these  transactions.    If  a 
Court  of  Equity,  in  this  Case,  protected  him  from  the 
Discovery,  the  Plaintiff^s  proceeding  at  Law  must  be 
quite  nugatory;   for  the  materials  of  evidence  must 
necessarily  rest,  almost  exclusively  (as  I  have  observed)* 
in  their  possession.     I  hope  this  question  may  be  de- 
cided without  my  falling  into  the  dilemma  of  impeach- 
ing any  anterior  Decision.      I  have  looked  through 
every  Case  on  this  subject  that  was  cited ;  and,  most 
especially,  I  have  applied  myself  to  those  which  were 
before  Lord  Eldon  which  have  been  relied  on.    I  have 
looked  through  a  great  variety  of  those  Cases,  and  I 
believe  I  have  looked  through  and  considered  every 
Case  that  a  diligent  search  in  the  Books  has  enabled 
me  to  find,  that  has  any  bearing  on  this  question. 
Upon  those  Cases  that  I  do  not  now  rely  on,  it  may  be 
sufficient  to  say  they  establish  the  general  principle, 
and  must  protect  the  Defendant  against  the  Discovery. 
But,  from  the  current  of  authority,  I  think  this  result 
maybe  derived,  as  established  by  a  series  of  Decisions, 
travelling  through  a  long  series  of  years,  namely,  that 
a  man,  by  the  effect  of  his  own  acts,    may  exclude 
himself  from  the  benefit  of  that  Rule  of  a  Court  of 
Equity ;  or,  to  adopt  the  expression  of  a  very  great 
Judge,  he  may  contract  himself  out  of  the  protection 
afibrded  by  the  principle  of  the  Court.    The  first  Ca«e 
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that  I  allude  to  as  establishing  that  proposition,  that  a 
man  may  so  contract  himself  out  of  the  protection  of 
the  Court,  is  the  Case  of  the  African  Company  v.  Parish 
decided  in  i6gi.  It  was  a  short  Case,  as  the  majority 
of  VerTwn's  Cases  are.  It  is  thus :  The  African  Com- 
pany hired  the  Defendant's  Ship  to  Freight.  The  De- 
fendant, by  Charter-party,  as  is  usual  in  like  Cases, 
agreed  that,  if  Uie  Defendant  traded  in  Goods  the 
Company  dealt  in,  he  would  pay  such  and  such  parti- 
cular Sums,  to  the  Company,  in  respect  thereof,  that  is, 
in  the  nature  of  Forfeiture  or  Penalties,  and  deduct 
such  Sums  out  of  the  Freight  which  should  be  coming 
to  him.  The  Bill  was  filed,  by  the  Company,  to  discover 
whether  the  Defendant  had  or  had  not  traded  in  any  such 
and  what  Goods;  and  the  Defendant  pleaded  the  Charter- 
party,  (on  which  it  appears  that  the  Sums  therein  men- 
tioned were  double  the  value  of  the  Goods  themselves, 
and  so  were  in  the  nature  of  a  Penalty;)  and  that  be 
ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  make  a  Discovery,  by 
Answer,  touching  the  same,  so  as  to  subject  himself  to 
such  Penalties.  The  short  Decision  is :  **  The  De- 
fendant must  be  bound  by  his  own  Agreement.  Having 
agreed  that  it  shall  be  deducted  out  of  the  Freight,  he 
ought  to  discover,  it  having  been  adjudged  so,  several 
times,  in  Cases  of  the  Hon.  East  India  Company  {p)J* 
Now  the  Note  refers  to  the  East  India  Company*f^ 
Cases,  which  I  have  not  been  able  to  find.  But  this 
Note,  short  as  it  is,  will  appear  a  little  elucidated  by 
Mr.  Raithb^s  Edition  of  that  Book,  but  it  is  inconsist- 
ent with  the  Principle  of  other  Judges.  The  next 
Case  that  I  find  is,  ITie  East  India  Company  y.Atkins{q). 
That  Case  was  decided  about  thirty  years  afterwards. 


ij>)  3  Vcrn,  244.        {q)  1  Strange,  168;  and  1  Com.  347. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

in  the  year  1720 ;  and  the  language  of  that  Case,  in  the 
Judgment^  is  very  important,  as  to  a  subsequent  part  of 
the  present  Case.    I  shall  not  take  up  the  time  of  Coun- 
sel, by  going  through,  deliberately,  the  whole  series  of 
these  Cases ;  because,  the  Cases  being  before  them,  it 
will  be  a  waste  of  time.    The  short  Note  is  this :  ^*  That 
where  a  man  submits  to  be  examined  as  to  matters 
which  are  penal  to  him.   Equity  will  not  interpose.*' 
The  result,  however,  is  that,  in  the  Judgment  in  that 
Case,  it  will  be  found,  on  the  reasoning,  that  a  man 
having  contracted  to  make  the  Discovery,  is  bound 
to  do  so.   The  next  Case  that  I  consider  of  importance, 
is  that  of  the  South  Sea  Company  v.  Bumsted  (r),  and 
was  decided  eight  years  afterwards,  in  1728.      The 
Agreement  in  that  Case  was  under  a  similar  Contract, 
by  Penalty,  not  to  trade  beyond  a  certain  extent,  and 
the  Discovery  sought  was,  whether  he  had  violated  that 
Contract.    The  Objection  was,  that  he  should  subject 
himself  to  Penalties.  The  Court  thought  that,  as  he  had 
covenanted  not  to  plead  or  demur,  he  could  not  then 
object  to  the  illegality  of  that  Covenant ;  and  that  he 
was  bound  to  make  the  Discovery.    And,  in  the  Judg- 
ment there,  the  Court  recognizes  the  Authority  of  The 
East  India  Company  v.  Atkins, 


Greek 

V. 

Weavem. 


The  next  Case  is  Wilson  ▼.  Prince  (s),  which  appears 
to  be  decided  in  1746,  but  is  not  reported :  but  it  was 
cited,  by  Counsel  in  argument,  before  Lord  Hardwicke ; 
and  I  give  credit  to  the  citation  of  the  Case  before 
Lord  Hardwicke. 

I  think,  from  this  series  of  Decisions,  there  is  suf- 
ficient to  authorize  me   to  decide  that  a  man  may 


(r)  1  £q«  Ca.  Abr.  77.  («)  2  Vez.  344. 
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contract  bo  as  to  incur  the  obligation  to  make  the 
discovery  of  all  the  facts  relative  to  that  Contract, 
althoagh  the  effect  of  that  Discovery  may,  incidentally, 
snbject  him  to  pecuniary  penalties.    The  reasoning  ol 
Lord  Eldon,  in  Uie  Cases  of  ITie  East  India  Compamf  v. 
Neane  (f ),  and  Paxton  v.  Douglas  (ii),  imply  that    he 
assents  to  the  principle,  that  a  man  may,  by  his  con- 
duct, incur  an  obligation  to  discover  the  facts,  although 
that  discovery  may,  incidentally,  subject  him  to  pecuniary 
obligations.    Paxton  v.  Douglas  has  been  a  good  deal 
relied  upon  by  the  other  side ;  and  I  am  free  to  confess 
that  that  Case  did  perplex  me  excessively  by  some  of 
the  dicta  laid  down  by  that  great  Judge  ;  for  he  went 
there  to  the  extent  of  stating,  not  only  that  a  man  should 
not    make  a    discovery  that  would    subject  himself 
directly  to  Penalty  or  Criminal  Prosecution,  but  that 
every  question  leading  incidentally  to  that  conclusion 
would  be  likewise  equally  objectionable.  Now  when  one 
comes  to  look  at  that  as  a  proposition  unexplained,  one 
cannot  help  seeing  that  the  true  principle  of  a  Bill  in 
Equity,  is  that  every  statement  of  fact  in  every  Bill 
ought  to  be  incidentally  leading  to  the  same  conclusion, 
ultimately,  as  the  prayer  of  the  Bill  does  lead  to  ;  for 
the  fact  is  either  conducive  to  the  general  result,  or  it 
is  unimportant  and  irrelevant.     But  1  take  Lord  Eldon 
to  have  meant,  (and  which  perhaps  is  not  very  fully  ex- 
plained in  the  Report,  and  which  satisfied  my  mind  a 
good  deal,)  not  that  every  fact  which  may  lead  to  the 
effect  of  subjecting  a  defendant  to  a  penalty,  is  objec- 
tionable ;  but,  where  the  sole  gist  and  object  of  the  Suit 
is  to  convict  a  man  in  a  penalty,  where  there  would  be 
no  other  purpose  but  to  have  relief  in  a  Court  of  Equity 


(0  5  Ves.  173. 
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on  the  footing  of  penaltji  that«  as  a  Court  of  Eqoitf 
does  not  relieve  on  penalty,  it  will  not  give  any  inciden- 
tal discovery.    That  is  the  way  I  reconcile  and  get  rid 
of  the  dicta  laid  down  in  Paxton  v.  Ikmglas,,    But, 
however,  when  one  looks  at  what  Lord  Eldan  did,  in 
point  of  declaration,  in  the  other  Cases,  and  most  espe- 
cially in  the  Case  of  Ex  parte  Dyster  (x),  one  cannot 
help  thinking  that  he  could  not  have  intended  to  lay 
down  the  doctrine  in  a  general,  unrestricted  manner^ 
The  Case  came  on  upon  a  Bankrupt  petition  to  prove 
a  debt  against  a  certain  Bankrupt's  Estate.   The  objcic 
tion  in  answer  to  the  Petition,  was  that,  as  the  petitioner 
traded  as  a  Principal,  at  the  same  time  as  he  was  acting 
as  a  Broker  and  participating  in  brokerage  profits  (which 
the  Law  prohibited)  therefore  the  Law  would  not  permit 
proof  to  be  made  of  profit  acquired  by  such  trading.  Lord 
£/Jon  throws  out  a  suggestion  that  he  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  Act,  so  far  as  it  respects  transactions  between 
the  broker  and  the  City  of  London ;  and  he  permitted 
the  debt  to  be  proved.    Now  it  cannot  be  doubted  that^ 
if  he  admitted  the  debt  to  be  proved  in  that  Case,  the 
Discovery  sought  by  this  Bill  ought  to  be  made. 

Then  the  next  question  is,  inasmuch  as  the  objec- 
tion to  make  the  Discovery  arose,  in  the  Cases  I  have  re- 
ferred to,  from  the  stipulations  of  instruments  under  seal, 
can  the  solemnity  of  the  seal  make  that  obligation  to 
discover  more  obligatory  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  than  the 
moral  obligation  resulting  firom  Principal  and  Agent^ 
when  one  reposes  and  another  accepts  the  confidence 
so  reposed '(  The  reasoning  of  the  Judgment,  in  the 
Case  of  the   East  India   Company  v.  Atkins,  I  think 

(x)  2  lluse,  349;  and  i  Mex.  155. 
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shows,  conclusively,  an  opinion  that  such  was  the  moral 
obligation  that  on  that  ground  the  Discovery  ought  to 
be  made.  Although  Strange  is  not  a  book  v^e  can  place 
W£A v£R.  w^wch  confidence  in,  yet,  in  this  particular  instance,  it  ap- 
pears to  be  a  very  able  and  sound  Judgment,  and  well  re- 
ported. I  should  say  that  a  Court  of  Equity  knows  no 
difference  between  a  mere  moral  obligation,  and  one 
resulting  from  stipulation  by  deed. 

If  we  contrast  the  circumstances  of  this  Case  with 
those  of  the  Decisions  I  have  referred  to,  I  think  we  shall 
find  that  this  Case  creates  a  higher  moral  obligation  to 
give  the  discovery  than  any  of  those  Cases.  In  each  of 
those  Cases  the  Parties  dealt  at  arm's  length.  The  em- 
ployer contemplated  a  breach  of  the  Contract  by  the 
Agent,  and  stipulated  for  his  own  damages  in  case  a 
breach  of  Contract  should  take  place.  In  the  present  Case 
the  employer  surrendered  himself,  unconditionally,  to 
the  Agent  whom  he  employed,  in  the  confidence 
that  the  agent  sustained  the  character  that  he  publicly 
assumed.  The  employer  had  no  reason  to  suspect,  nor 
had  any  means  of  detecting  the  misrepresentation  of  the 
fact,  whether  they  were,  or  not,  duly  constituted  legal 
Brokers.  Much  less  could  he  apprehend  that  they  were 
daily  and  hourly  living  in  the  violation  of  the  Law  of  the 
Country  in  so  acting,  and  that  they  kept  this  violation 
lurking  in  the  back  ground,  to  be  brought  forward,  by 
way  of  defence,  against  the  just  demands  of  those  whose 
confidence  they  invited  and  abused.  If  a  Court  of 
Equity  gives  effect  to  a  defence  so  constituted,  I  do 
not  know  that  there  can  be  any  reason  why  an  Executor 
or  Administrator,  who  has  made  oath  duly  to  administer 
the  Assets,  and  executed  a  bond  for  that  purpose,  may 
not  allege  those  matters  in  answer  to  a  Bill  of  Disco- 
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very  charging  him  with  fraudulently  tendering  an  ac- 
count of  the  Assets.  This  is  the  ground  upon  which 
I  act. 

I  may  here  guard  myself  by  stating  that  it  is  always 
with  reluctance  that  I  have  used  expressions  which  may 
cast  imputations  on  the  Parties ;  and,  from  this  place, 
forbearance  is  most  especially  to  be  observed.  But  the 
reasons  on  which  my  decision  is  founded,  constrain  me 
to  assume,  though  hypothetically,  that  the  defence 
against  a  Discovery  in  this  Case  arises  from  the  motives 
I  have  stated.  A  Demurrer  admits  every  fact  charged 
in  the  Bill  to  be  true,  a  plea  does  the  same,  except  in  so 
far  as  every  fact  is  especially  traversed.  This  particular 
defence  (which  is  neither  Plea  nor  Demurrer)  must  be 
governed  by  the  Rules  which  apply  to  Demurrer  and 
Plea :  I  am,  therefore,  justified  in  assuming  the  truth 
of  the  facts  charged  in  the  Plaintiff's  Bill.  If  an  answer 
be  given,  satisfactorily  rendering  an  account  and  deny- 
ing the  imputed  frauds,  the  hypothetical  assumption  of 
the  fact  by  the  Court  in  the  present  discussion,  will 
fall  to  the  ground,  and  leave  no  imputation  on  the  De- 
fendants. 

Considering  the  vast  importance  of  the  present  Case 
to  the  great  commercial  interests  of  the  country,  I  have 
thought  it  best  to  hazard  a  judgment  on  the  broad 
principle  of  the  contest,  instead  of  getting  rid  of  the 
Case  on  the  technical  distinction.  But,  in  point  of 
form,  I  think  the  Exception  to  the  Moitef^s  Report  could 
not  have  been  sustained. 

The  Plaintiff  has  taken  Thirty-five  Exceptions.  The 
Master  has  allowed  them  all.     The  Exception  to  the 


Green 
Weavee. 


V. 


CASES    IN   CHANCERY. 

Master's  Report  is  single.  The  Plaintiff,  by  that  Excep- 
tion, avers  that  the  Master  ought  to  have  over-ruled 
every  one  of  those  Exceptions.  Now,  if  it  can  be  shown 
Wbavkk.       ^^^  there  is  more  than  one  of  those  Thirty-five  Excep- 
tions which  may  be  allowed  against  the  Defendants, 
without  either  subjecting  themselves  to  penalties^  or 
without  impeaching  that  Rule  of  Lord  Eldon%  taking 
the  Rule  in  its  most  unlimited  extent,  still  then,  in  point 
of  form,  the  present  Exception  cannot  stand.     If  this 
Cajse  rested  on  the  form  only,  I  am  free  to  confess  that 
on  that  consideration,  I  should  give  to  the  Defendants 
the  opportunity  of  amending  their  Exception.   Havings 
however,  given  my  opinion  on  the  broad  principle, 
(with  an  anxious  wish  to  be  set  right  if  I  mistake  the 
principle  of  the  Court)  I  will  do  no  more  than  over- 
rule the  Exception  to  the  Master's  Report,  and  direct 
the  Defendants  to  answer,  and  give  the  deposit  to  the 
Plaintiff. 
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BEFORE   THE 

VICE-CHANCELLOR, 

^^^^__  1827. 

'  2 1  St,  25tli,  an4 

27th  June ; 
LUSHINGTON  v.  SEWELL.  and  29th  Oct. 

* V ' 

MaTHEW  GREGORY  LEWIS,  Esq.   made  his  ^'i^ 

Will,  dated  the  6th  of  June  1812,  and  thereby  gave  to     ^^//^^ 
bis  Mother,  Fanny  Maria  Lewis,  an  Annuity  or  yearly         Estate. 
rent-charge  of  1,000/.  during  her  Life,  to  commence  ^^ir^ Executor. 
at  his  Decease,  and  to  be  paid,  half  yearly,  out  of  his    A  Testator  gave 
Plantations   or  Sugar-works,   Penns,    Lands,   Slaves,  all  hia  Real  and 
Tenements  and  Hereditaments  in  the  Island  of  Jamatca;  ^^j^^q^  i„  ^ 

and,  subject  to  the  said  Annuity,  he  g^ve,  devised  and  trust,  as  to  one 

Moiety,  for^^. 
for  life,  with  Remainder  to  her  Children ;  and,  as  to  the  other  Moiety, 
for  B.  and  her  Children  in  like  manner.  By  a  Codicil  he  declared  that 
his  Estates  should  not  be  divided  equally  between  A.  and  £.,  but  in 
proportion  to  the  number  of  their  Children;  and  he  left  A,  and  JB., 
jointly,  his  residuary  Legatees.  By  another  Codicil,  in  order  to  prevent 
disputes,  he  gave  one  of  his  Estates  to  A*  and  her  Heirs,  and  the  other 
to  B,  and  her  Heirs,  the  number  of  their  Children  nearly  equalizing  the 
value  of  the  two  Estates.  In  a  subsequent  Codicil  he  mentioned  that 
he  had  bequeathed  the  first  Estate  to  A.  and  her  Children,  and  the 
second  to  B.  and  her  Children  :  held,  that  A,  and  B.  were  entitled  to 
these  Estates  for  their  Lives  only,  with  Remainders  to  their  Children ; 
and  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  the  Personal  Estate,  absolutely,  but 
fof  their  lives  only  with  Remainders  to  their  Children,  and  in  shares 
proportioned  to  the  number  of  their  Children. 

If  an  ELstate  descends  subject  to  a  Mortgage,  and  the  Heir  creates  a 
new  Mortgage  for  securing  the  old  Debt  and  also  one  contracted  by  him-* 
self,  and  fixes  a  new  day  of  payment,  he  makes  himself  liable  to  both 
Debts,  notwithstanding  he  exempts,  in  the  new  security,  his  Person  and 
his  Property,  except  what  is  comprised  in  the  new  Mortgage  from  liability 
in  respect  of  the  Debts. 

Semhle^  that  by  a  devise  of  a  West  India  Plantation,  the  Stock,  Irople* 
ments,  Utenals,  &c.  upon  it,  will  pass. 

Vol.  I.  H  B 
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beqaeathed  all  his  said  Plantations  or  Sugar-woilL^ 

Pennsy  Lands,  Slaves,  Tenements  and  Hereditaments 

LusiiiNGTOM    ijj  ^fjg  igj^^j  Qf  Jamaica,  and  all  the  Cattle,  Mules, 

live  and  dead  Stocky  Plantation  Utensils  and  Imple- 
ments, and  instruments  of  Planting  and  Husbandry, 
and  all  other  Property  and  Effects  upon  of  belonging 
to  the  said  Plantations  or  Sugar-works,  Penns  and 
Lands;  and  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his 
Estate  real,  personal  or  mixed,  in  possession,  remain- 
der, reversion,  expectancy  or  otherwise  howsoever, 
unto  and  to  the  use  of  William  Luther  Sewell,  and 
Robert  Sewell,  Esqrs.  and  Cyril  Jackson,  D.  D.  their 
Heirs,  Executors,  Administrators  and  Assigns,  according 
to  the  different  nature  and  qualities  of  the  Premises 
respectively,  upon  Trust  to  manage,  cultivate  and  im- 
prove all  his  said  Plantations  or  Sugar-works,  Lands, 
Tenements  and  Hereditaments  in  Jamaica,  to  the  best 
advantage ;  and,  for  that  purpose,  from  time  to  time, 
to  support,  repair  and  keep  up  all  the  Works  and 
Buildings  upon  the  said  Plantations,  Penns  and  Lands, 
and  erect  new  Works  or  Buildings  when  necessary, 
and  also,  from  time  to  time,  to  purchase  and  put  upon, 
provide  and  supply  his  said  Plantations,  Penns  and 
Lands  with  all  and  every  such  Slaves,  Cattle,  Stock, 
and  other  matters  and  things  which  might  be  necessaiy 
for  the  keeping  up,  supporting  and  improving  the  same; 
and  also  to  hire,  for  the  use  of  the  said  Plantations, 
Penns  and  Lands,  such  Slaves  as  they,  in  their  discre- 
tion, should  think  proper,  or  make  good  Leases  or 
otherwise,  all  which  outgoings  he  directed  should  be 
deemed  and  considered  as  annual  contingencies  in  the 
respective  years  in  which  the  same  should  be  incurred ; 
and,  as  soon  as  might  be  after  his  Decease,  to  convert 
all  his  Personal  Estate,  in  Great  Britain,  which  should 
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not  consist  of  Monies,  Stocks  in  the  PuUic  Funds,  or 
good  Securities,  into  Money,  and  to  lay  out  and  invest 
all  the  Monies  to  arise  therefrom,  and  all  the  Monies   Lushingtok 
he  should  be  possessed  of  at  the  time  of  his  Decease^       c  Jarr 
in  the  Public  Stocks  or  Funds,  or  on  good  real  Security 
in  England,  and  to  pay  over  one  Moiety  of  the  clear 
net  proceeds,  rents,  issues  and  profits,  interests  and 
dividends  of  his  said  Plantations  or  Sugar- works,  Penns, 
Lands,  Slaves,  Tenements  and  Hereditaments  in  Jamaica, 
and  of  all  the  Slaves,  Cattle,  Stock  and  other  Effects 
upon  or  belonging  thereto,  or  from  time  to  time  to  be 
upon  or  belonging  thereto,  and  of  the  Personal  Estate 
in  Great  Britain  converted  or  to  be  converted  as  afore- 
said, unto  his  Sister  Fanny  Maria  Lushington,  Wife  of 
Sir  Henry  Luskington,  Bart,  for  her  life,  for  her  sepa- 
rate use,  and,  after  her  decease,  to  convey,  assure, 
assign  and  make  over  one  full  moiety  or  equal  half  part 
undivided  of  all  his  said  Plantations  or  Sugar-works, 
Penns,  Lands,  Slaves,  Hereditaments,   Cattle,   Stock 
and  other  Effects  upon  or  belonging  to  his  said  Plan- 
tations, Penns  and  Lands,  and   of  all  his  Residuary 
Real  and  Personal  Estate,  unto  the  use   of  all  the 
Children  of  Lady  Lushington  who  should  be  living  at 
the  time  of  her  Decease,  equally  to  be  divided  between 
them,  as  Tenants  in  Common,  and  not  as  Joint-tenants, 
and  their  respective  Heirs,  Executors,  Administrators 
and  Assigns,  with  Cross  Remainders  between  them, 
and,  if  there  should  be  but  One  such  Child,  then  wholly 
to  such  Child,  his  or  her  Heirs,  Executors,  Administra- 
tors and  Assigns.    The  Testator  declared  similar  Trusts 
as  to  the  other  Moiety,  for  the  benefit  of  his  Sister 
Sophia  Elizabeth  Sheddon,  Wife  of  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Sheddon,  and  her  Children ;  and  he  appointed  William 
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Luther  Sewelt^  Robert  Ser&ell  and  Cyril  Jackson,  the 
Executors  of  his  Will. 

The  Testator  made  the  following  Codicils  to  his  Will. 
The  first  commenced  thus  :  "  There  will  probably  be 
found  a  Will  ;**  over  which  was  interlined  :  '^  It  has  been 
destroyed  since  writing  the  following.'^  It  then  pro- 
ceeded :  '^  made  many  years  ago,  as  also  another  Will 
made  since  my  Father's  death.  If  any  thing  contained 
in  this  Codicil  should  be  contradictory  to  any  part  of 
these  two  Wills,  it  is  my  injunction  that  the  preference 
should  be  given  to  this  Codicil,  and  to  the  second  Will 
before  the  first.  In  other  respects  I  mean  the  instruct 
tions  contained  in  those  Wills,  as  to  the  dispositions  of 
my  Property,  are  to  stand  good.  I  possess,  besides 
my  two  Estates  in  Jamaica,  some  thousand  pounds  still 
in  the  hands  of  my  Father's  Executors,  probably  six  or 
seven  thousand  pounds."  The  Testator  then,  after  giving 
several  legacies,  and  devising  his  Chambers  in  the 
Albany  to  the  honourable  T.  Stapleton,  expressed  himo 
self  as  follows  : 


"  As  I  leave  no  debts,  or  very  trifling  ones,  of  any 
kind,  I  presume  that  there  will  be  ready  money  enough 
to  discharge  all  these  Legacies,  all  of  which  I  desire 
to  be  paid  with  the  greatest  possible  dispatch ;  but,  if 
there  should  not  be  ready  Money  enough  in  hand, 
I  then  direct  that  the  Deficiency  should  be  supplied  by 
annually  setting  aside  the  one-half  of  the  clear  Profits 
of  my  Estates  in  Jamaica,  till  the  whole  shall  have  been 
discharged,  till  when  the  Legacies  are  to  be  discharged 
proportionally.  It  is  my  intention  that  my  Estates 
which  I  have  bequeathed  to  my  Sisters,  should  not  be 
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divided  equally  between  them,  but  in  proportion  to  the 
number  of  their  Children  at  the  time  of  my  Decease. 

«  M.  G.  Lewis:' 

"  I  leave   my   two    Sisters,  jointly,  my   residuary 
Legatees. 


*'  John  Hatchard. 

*'  John  Hatchard,  jun. 

''  Benjamin  Woodobrow- 


M.  G.  Lewis." 
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'*  To  prevent  Disputes,  I  leave  to  my  eldest  Sister, 
Lady  Lushington,  and  her  Heirs,  my  Estate  of  Cornwall, 
in  Jamaica,  and  to  my  youngest  Sister,  Mrs.  John 
Sheddon,  and  her  Heirs,  I  leave  my  property  in  the 
Estate  of  Hordley,  in  Jamaica,  the  numbers  of  their 
respective  Children  nearly  equalizing  the  Value  of  the 
two  Properties. 

Nov.  ist,  1815  (a).  M.  G.  Lewis. 

"  John  Hatchard. 
*'  Thomas  Hatchard. 
''  John  Kelly." 

The  Testator  made  another  Codicil,  dated  Maisan 
Diodati,  Geneva,  August  20th,  1816  :  and,  with  a  view 
to  ameliorating  the  condition  of  his  Negroes,  ordered 
that  whoever  should  be  in  possession  of  his  Estate  of 
.Cornwall,  after  his  death,  should,  if  a  Man,  pass  three 
months  in  Jamaica  every  third  Year,  either  in  person 


(a)  The  first  Codicil  had  no  date.  The  signatures  and 
names  of  the  Witnesses  are  inserted  to  show  that  the  instru- 
ments were  intended  to  be  distinct 
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or  by  deputing  his  Son  or  one  of  his  Brothers ;  and/  if 
a  Woman,  that  she  should  perform  the  condition  either 
in  person,  or  by  deputing  her  Husband,  her  Son,  or 
one  of  her  Brothers,  and  that  nothing  should  dispense 
with  the  performance  of  this  condition  except  a  legal 
impossibility,  in  which  case  the  condition  should  be 
complied  with  in  the  succeeding  year,  or  as  soon  as 
it  should  be  possible  for  the  Holder  of  the  Estate  to  fulfil 
it.  But  should  the  Holder  of  the  Cornwall  Estate  suflfer 
three  years  to  elapse,  without  fulfilling  the  condition, 
and  without  being  prevented  by  any  legal  impossibiUty, 
then  he  declared  the  Estate  to  be  forfeited  to  the  next 
Heir,  who  should  receive  it  under  the  same  condition,  and, 
under  the  same  Penalty  or  Forfeiture,  to  the  next  Heir 
again,  and  so  to  pass  on,  from  Heir  to  Heir,  till  the 
Estate  should  fall  into  the  hands  of  a  person  who  was 
willing  to  hold  it  on  the  above  condition. 


The  Testator  then  proceeded  thus : — **  I  have  be- 
queathed my  Estate  of  Cornwall  to  my  eldest  Sister, 
and  to  her  Children  after  her  death.  If  no  one  of  these 
Persons  will  accept  it  on  the  above  Conditions,  or  ne- 
glect to  fulfil  it  after  acceptance,  then  I  declare  the 
Estate  to  be  forfeited  to  my  youngest  Sister,  and  to  her 
Children  after  her  death,  upon  the  same  Conditions. 
If  no  one  of  these  Persons  also  will  fulfil  this  ConditioD, 
then  I  declare  the  Estate  to  be  forfeited  to  that  one  of 
my  next  legal  Heirs  who  shall  be  willing  to  perform  it; 
to  be  forfeited  by  him  or  her  also  upon  non-performance. 
I  bequeath  my  Estate  of  Ilordley  to  ray  youngest  Sister 
and  to  her  Children  after  her  death,  upon  exactly  the 
same  Condition,  of  passing  Three  Months  in  Jamaica 
once  in  every  Three  Years,  which  I  have  above  imposed 
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tiespecting  Cornwall.    And  if  no  one  of  these  Persons 
performs  this  Condition,  then  I  declare  Hordley  to  be 
forfeited  to  my  eldest  Sister,  and  to  her  Children  after 
her  death,  upon  the  same  Conditions ;  and,  if  those 
Conditions  are  not  fulfilled,  then  Hordley  (as  well  as 
Cornwall)  shall  pass  to  my  next  legal  Heir  who  will 
perform  them.    Whether  I  possess  the  whole  or  only 
the  half  of  Hordley  at  the  time  of  my  death,  I  declare 
that  the  more  or  less  shall  make  no  difference.    In  that 
<^ase,  I  bequeath  the  whole  of  Hordley  to  my  youngest 
Sister,  and  to  her  Children  after  her  death ;  but  I  charge 
it  with   15,000/.  to  be  equally  divided  between   the 
Children  of  my  eldest  Sister ;  to  which  purpose,  one 
half  of  the  clear  profits  of  Hordley  shall  be  devoted  till 
the  whole  15,000/.  shall  have  been  discharged.    I  also 
declare  that  any  Person  who  may  infringe  those  Re- 
gulations which  I  have  laid  down  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Negroes  on  my  Estates  in  Jamaica,  or  who  may  dare 
to  diminish  the  Comforts  and  Indulgences  allowed  them 
by  me,  shall  forfeit  his  or  her  interest  in  those  Estates. 
1  positively  forbid  the  sale  of  any  Negro  or  Negroes 
who  may  belong  to  me  at  the  time  of  my  death. 
I  hereby  attach  my  Negroes  to  the  Estate  to  which 
they  may  belong  at  that  period,  but  allow  them  to  be 
set  Free :   And  I  declare  that  any  Person  or  Persons 
who  shall  dare  to  disobey  this  Order,  to  have  forfeited 
his  or  her  or  their  interest  in  my  Estates  in  Jamaica ; 
and  I  pronounce  such  Sales  to  be  void.    I  declare  that 
the  above  Conditions  are  in  every  respect  intended  by 
me  to  apply  to  whatever  Property  in  Jamaica  may  be 
possessed  by  me  at  the  time  of  my  death,  as  well  as 
to  those  Estates  which  are  in  my  possession  at  this 
moment.*' 
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1827.  '^^  Testator  made  another  Codicil,  dated,  Cornwall 

— "^ '      House f  February  24th  1816,  containing  Directions  as 

LusBiNGToir    to  the  Holidays  to  be  given  to  the  Negroes  on  the 

Cormra// Estate ;  and  another  Codicil,  dated,  Maison 
Diodati,  Gefieva,  August  23d  1816,  by  which  he  directed 
that,  if  the  Disposition  of  his  Jamaica  Estates  made 
upon  the  20th  of  August  should  be  found  unintelligible 
or  impracticable,  they  should  be  given  in  Trust  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor  for  the  time  being,  who  was  to 
appoint  a  Person  to  reside  upon  each  of  them,  to  pro^ 
tect  the  Negroes  ft-om  oppression.  For  doing  which, 
he  was  to  receive  such  a  portion  of  the  Profits  of  the 
Estate  as  the  tjord  Chancellor  should  think  a  recom-* 
pence ;  and  that  the  Remainder  should  be  distributed 
among  his  Sisters  and  their  Children,  in  such  Propor- 
tions as  the  Lord  Chancellor  should  think  most  just  and 
beneficial ;  and  that  no  Negroes  should  be  sold  off  his 
Estates,  nor  removed,  except  by  their  own  express 
desire. 

The  Testator,  at  the  time  of  making  his  Will,  was 
seised  in  fee  of  a  set  of  Chambers  in  the  Albany ;  of 
a  Plantation  in  Jarnaica,  called  Cornwall ;  of  600  Acres 
of  Waste  Land  in  the  same  Island  ;  and  of  an  undivided 
Moiety  of  another  Plantation  there,  called  Hordley. 

By  an  Indenture,  dated  the  8th  of  March  1 766,  the 
Cornwall  Estate  was  charged,  by  William  Lewis,  the 
late  Grandfather  of  the  Testator,  with  the  payment  to 
Thomas  and  Stephen  Fuller,  of  8,000/.  and  Interest. 

By  Indentures,  dated  the  19th  and  20th  of  December 
1791,  after  reciting  that  the  original  Debt,  with  other 
Sums  advanced,  amounted  to  20,198/.  6  s.  11  d.,  the 
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Executors  of  WiUiam  Lewis,  together  with  the  Fullers^ 
conveyed  the  Cornwall  Estate  to  Richard  Watt,  by  way 
of  Mortgage,  for  securing  to  him  the  repayment  of 
the  last-mentioned  Sum  and  some  further  advances, 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  24,000  /.,  with  Interest* 

By  an  Indenture,  dated  the  25th  day  of  April  1 807, 
the  mortgaged  Premises  were  conveyed,  to  Philip  John 
Miles,  subject  to  the  Proviso  for  Redemption  contained 
in  the  Indenture  of  the  20th  of  December  1791* 

By  an  Indenture,  dated  the  20th  of  May  1813,  the 
Testator  confirmed  the  last  Mortgage,  subject  to  a  Pro- 
viso that  his  Person  and  Property,  except  the  Comtoall 
Estate,  should  not  be  liable  to  the  Payment  of  the 
Mortgage  Money  and  Interest.  On  the  3 1  st  of  October 
18]  7,  the  Testator  agreed  to  Purchase,  of  George  Scott 
and  Mathew  Henry  Scott,  the  other  Moiety  of  the 
Hordley  Estate,  for  32,000  ^  to  be  paid  and  secured  by 
T.  and  J.  Plununer,  on  the  Testator's  behalf,  as  follows : 
16,000  /.  on  the  30th  of  June  then  next,  and  the  Re^ 
mainder  by  three  Annual  Instalments,  and  to  be  secured 
by  the  Bond  of  T.  and  J.  Plununer ;  but  the  Testator,  or 
any  other  Property  of  his,  was  not  to  be  responsible  to 
thej^cot^,  for  the  Purchase  Money,  or  to  the  Pkunmers, 
for  what  they  might  advance  in  respect  of  it. 

By  an  Indenture,  dated  the  31st  of  October  1817, 
made  between  the  Testator  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
Plummers  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  the  agreement, 
and  that  the  Plwnmers  had  agreed  to  pay  off  the  Mort- 
gage Debt  of  24,0002.  and  the  Interest  then  due  to 
Miks,  and  to  pay  the  32,000  /.  to  the  Scotts,  and  that, 
to  secure  the  Repayment  tlwreof,  the  Testatiur  had 
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1897.  agreed  to  execute   to  the  Plummen  a  Mortgage  of 

Cornwall  and  of  his  Moiety  of  Hardley^  and  that  the 
other  Moiety  should,  on  the  completion  of  the  Purchase^ 
Skwell.        ^^  conveyed  to  the  Plummers,  in  fee,  by  way  of  Security 
for  their  Advances  in  respect  of  the  Purchase,  and  that 
it  had  also  been  agreed  that,  during  the  Testator's  life, 
his  Person  and  all  his  Property  out  of  Jamaica  were  not 
to  be  subject  to  the  Payment  of  the  Monies  advanced 
or  to  be  advanced  by  the  Plummers,  the  Testator  con- 
veyed the  Cornwall  Plantation,  subject  to  the  Mortgage 
for  24,000 /.,  and  his  Moiety  of  the  Hordley  Plantation, 
to  the  Plummers,  in  fee,  subject  to  a  Proviso  for  Re- 
demption on  Payment  by  the  Testator,  in  his  Life-time, 
or  by  his  Heirs,  Executors,  &c.  within  Six  Months  after 
his  Decease,  of  all  such  Sums  as  the  Plummers  should 
pay  in  discharge  of  the  24,000/.  due  to  Miles,  or  of  the 
32,000/.  to  the  Scotts,  or  on  account  of  the  Cornwall 
Plantation,  or  of  the  Testator's  Moiety  of  Hordley,  or 
of  the  other  Moiety  agreed  to  be  purchased,  or  to  or  on 
account  of  the  Testator,  his  Heirs,  Executors,  8cc.  with 
Interest,  at  Six  per  Cent. ;  and  the  Testator  covenanted, 
with  the  Plummers^  that  his  Heirs,  Executors,  Adminis- 
trators, or  Assigns,  would,  within  Six  Calendar  Months 
after  his  Decease,  pay  to  the  Plummers  all  such  Sums 
as  should  be  advanced  by  them  in  discharge  of  Miles^s 
Mortgage,  or  should  be  paid  by  them  to  the  Scotts  in 
respect  of  the  32,000/.  agreed  to  be  given  for  the  Pur- 
chase of  the  Moiety  of  Hordley ;  and  also  all  such  Sums 
asshould  at  any  time  thereafter  become  due  to  the  Plum- 
mers for  any  Advances  they  might  make  for  the  Manage- 
ment or  Cultivation  of  the  Plantations,  or  otherwise, 
on  the  Testator's  account;  and  also  that  the  Testator's 
Heirs,  Executors,  or  Administrators,  should,  within  Six 
Calendar  Months  after  his  Decease  pay,  to  the  Plummers, 
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tnteresti  for  the  same  several  SumS|  at  Six  per  <!]!ent. 
And  the  Deed  also  contained  a  Covenant,  on  the  part  of 
the  Testator,  to  consign  the  Produce  of  the  Plantations 
to  the  Plummers,  so  long  as  any  thing  should  remain 
due  to  them,  in  trust  to  Sell,  and  out  of  the  Proceeds  to 
pay  the  Amount  of  the  Contingencies  that  they  might 
furnish,  and  to  retain  such  Sums  as  they  might  Advance, 
or  pay  or  become  liable  to,  for  or  on  account  of  the  said 
Plantations,  Moieties,  and  Premises,  and  to  indemnify 
tliemselves  against  all  Sums  of  Money  which  they  should 
become  liable  to  pay  in  pursuance  of  any  Bill  of  Ex- 
change to  be  drawn  from  the  Island  of  Jamaica'  on 
account  of  the  Estates,  and  then  to  reimburse  themselves 
the  Interest  due  on  the  Sums  owing  to  them  in  respect 
of  any  Payments  or  Advances  which  should  have  been 
made  by  them  on  any  of  the  accounts  before  mentioned, 
and  to  pay  over  the  Surplus  Proceeds  of  the  Consign- 
ments to  the  Testator ;  provided  that,  after  the  Testator's 
death,  all  the  Monies  to  be  produced  from  the  Consign- 
ments should  be  applied  in  Payment  of  all  the  Principal 
Monies  to  become  due  to  the  Plummers,  on  any  of  the 
accounts  aforesaid,  and  the  Interest  thereof:     And  the 
Indenture  also  contained  a  Proviso  that  nothing  therein 
contained,  or  in  a  Bond  of  even  date,  should  make  the 
Testator  personally  liable,  during  his  Life,  or  any  of  his 
Property,  except  the  Produce  of  the  Moiety  of  Hordlty, 
contracted  to  be  purchased  (which  it  was  thereby  agreed 
should  be  applied  in  Liquidation  of  the  Purchase  Money, 
and  then  of  the  other  Advances  made  by  the  Plummers), 
liable  to  the  Payment  of  the  Sums  thereby  secured. 
The  Testator  executed,  at  the  same  time,  a  Bond  to  the 
Plummers,  conditioned  to  be  void  on  Payment,  by  his 
Representatives,  within  Six  Months  after  his  Decease, 
of  the  Sums  secured  by  the  last  Indenture. 
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By  an  Indentute,  dated  the  ist  of  November  1817, 
the  Testator  covenanted  with  the  Plummers  that,  in 
case  the  Sums  so  secured  shonld  not  be  paid  within 
fourteen  years  from  the  31st  of  October  18171  the 
Plummers  should  be  at  Liberty  to  Foreclose  or  Sell 
the  Mortgaged  Premises. 

On  the  4th  of  April  18189  T.  Plummer  died,  having 
appointed  J.  Plummer  and  W.  Wilson  his  Executors. 
J.  Plummer  and  Wilson  (who  after  T.  Plummer's  death 
was  admitted  into  Partnership  by  J.  Plummer),  paid  the 
16,000/.,  and  gave  Bonds  for  the  remainder  of  the  Pur- 
chase Money,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  Agreement. 
The  Bonds  were  duly  paid  by  Plummer,  Wilson,  and 
C.  J.  F.Combe  (who  had  then  become  their  Partner),  and 
the  Cornwall  Estate  and  the  entirety  of  Hordley  were 
conveyed  to  them,  subject  to  redemption  or  payment  of 
the  24,000  /.  and  32,000  /. 

On  the  16th  of  May  1818,  (which  was  before  the 
Contract  with  the  Scotts  was  completed,)  the  Testator 
died,  leaving  the  Plaintiff,  Lady  laishington,  and  Mrs. 
Sheddon,  his  Sisters,  his  Co-heirs,  both  by  the  Laws  of 
England  and  Jamaica.  Lady  Lushingion  had  ten,  and 
Mrs.  Sheddon  five  Children  living  at  the  Testator's  de- 
cease.   The  Testator's  Mother  died  soon  after  her  Son. 


The  expenses  of  the  Cornwall  Estate  exceeded  its 
profits,  but  the  Hordley  Estate  produced  a  profit. 

The  Bill  was  filed  by  Lady  Lushington  against  the  Tes- 
tators' Trustees  and  Executors,  and  against  Sir  Henry 
Lushington  and  his  Children,  and  Colonel  Sheddon  and 
his  Children ;  and  it  prayed  (amongst  other  things)  that 
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the  Rights  of  all  Parties  under  the  Will  and  Codicils  might 
be  ascertained ;  that  the  Purchase  Money  for  the  Moiety 
o{  Hordley  might  be  paid  out  of  the  Testator's  Per- 
sonal Estate  and  his  Real  Estates  undevised ;  that  the 
Plaintiff  might  be  declared  entitled  to  the  Cornwall 
Estate  in  fee,  or,  if  she  was  not  absolutely  entitled  to  it, 
that  it  might  be  settled  to  her  separate  use  during  her 
Life ;  and  that  a  Moiety  of  the  Residuary  Personal 
Estate,  or  a  share  of  it,  in  proportion  to  the  number  of 
her  Children,  might  be  also  secured  for  her  separate  use 
during  her  Life* 
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The  Trustees  and  Executors,  by  their  answer,  said 
that  they  had  been  advised  that  the  Testator's  general 
Personal  Estate  was  not,  as  between  his  Devisees  and 
Legatees,  liable  to  pay  off  the  Mortgage  for  24,000  /. 
made  by  the  Trustees  and  Executors  of  the  Testator's 
Grandfather;  but  whether  any  part  of  the  Personal 
Estate,  bequeathed  to  the  same  uses,  or  upon  the  same 
Trusts  as  the  Conwoall  Estate,  ought  to  be  applied  in 
exoneration  thereof  to  the  payment  of  that  Mortgage, 
they  left  to  the  Court  to  determine.  They  submitted 
whether  the  Bequest  of  the  Testator's  Personal  Estate 
to  them,  by  the  Will,  was  not  of  such  a  nature  as  to 
entitle  them,  as  Legatees  in  trust  thereof,  in  case  the 
Mortgage  Debt  should  be  satisfied  by  application  of 
any  part  of  the  Personal  Estate,  to  stand  in  the  place 
of  the  Mortgagee,  and  to  have  satisfaction,  to  the  ex* 
tent  of  the  Personal  Estate  so  applied,  out  of  the  Moiety 
of  Hordley  which  descended  to  the  Plaintiff  and  Mrs. 
Sheddon :  and  whether  the  Stock  and  Effects  on  the 
plantations  were  not,  by  force  of  the  Will  and  Codicils, 
annexed  to  the  Plantations  to  which  they  respectively 
belonged,  and  were  not  specifically  bequeathed  there- 
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with ;  and  that  the  Moiety  of  the  Stock  and  Personal 
Chattels  and  Effects  belonging  to  the  undivided  Moiety 
of  Hordley,  was  subject  to  the  Trust  of  the  Will. 

Sir  Henry  Lushington,  by  his  answer,  said  that  so 
much  of  the  Testator's  Will  as  related  to  the  disposition 
of  the  Plantations,  and  the  Slaves  and  Stock  thereon, 
was  revoked  by  the  Codicil  of  the  ist  of  November 
1815;  and  that,  by  virtue  of  that  Codicil,  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  an  Estate  in  fee  in  the  Cornwall  Plan- 
tation and  the  Slaves  thereon,  and  absolutely  entitled 
to  the  Stock  and  Effects  belonging  thereto;  and  he 
claimed  such  Right  and  Interest  in  the  said  Plantation, 
Slaves  and  Stock,  as  he  was  entitled  to  by  his  marital 
Rights. 

Colonel  Sheddon,  who  had  taken  out  Letters  of  Ad- 
ministration to  his  Wife,  who  died  after  the  institution 
of  the  Suit,  claimed,  by  his  answer,  to  be  Tenant  by 
the  courtesy  of  all  the  Testator's  Real  Estates  in  which 
his  late  Wife  took  an  Estate  of  Inheritance,  either  as 
Devisee  or  as  one  of  the  Co-heirs,  and  to  be  entitled  to 
such  parts  of  the  Personal  Estate  as  his  late  Wife  was 
entitled  to,  and  to  the  Implements  and  Crops  which  were 
on  such  parts  of  the  Estates  as  it  might  appear  that  his 
late  Wife  was  entitled  to  for  her  Life  only. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  first  Question  is,  out  of  what  Fund  the  Arrears 
of  the  Annuity  of  1,000  /.  given  by  the  Will  to  the  Tes- 
tator's Mother,  must  be  paid.  It  is  clear  that,  as  the 
Testator  has  directed  this  Annuity  to  be  payable  out  of 
all  his  Plantations  or  Sugar  Works,  Penns,  Lands,  Slaves, 
Tenements  and  Hereditaments  in  the  Island  of  Jamaica, 


CASES   IN    CHANCERY. 

the  Arrears  must  be  paid  out  of  the  Plantations  of 
which  the  Testator  was  seised,  pro  rata. 

The  next  Question  is  what  interests  the  Testator's 
two  Sisters  take  in  the  Real  and  Personal  Estates. 
By  his  Will  he  makes  his  Real  and  Personal  Estates  one 
general  Fund^  and  as  to  one  Moiety  of  that  Fund  he 
declares  Trusts  for  the  benefit  of  Lady  Lushington,  for 
her  Life,  and  after  her  decease,  for  her  Children  living 
at  her  decease  ;  and  he  declares  similar  Trusts,  as  to  the 
other  Moiety,  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Sheddon  and  her 
children ;  and  he  attempts  to  create  cross-remainders 
between  the  Children  of  both  those  Ladies  ;  but  as  he 
had  before  disposed  of  the  Fee,  there  can  be  no  cross- 
remainders.  If  this  had  been  the  only  testamentary 
disposition,  there  would  have  been  no  difficulty  in  de- 
ciding upon  the  Rights  of  the  Parties.  But  then  we 
come  to  the  second  Codicil,  in  which  the  Testator  says 
that  it  was  his  intention  that  the  Estates  (meaning  the 
Real  Estates)  which  he  had  bequeathed  to  his  two 
Sisters,  should  not  be  divided  equally  between  them, 
but  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  their  Children  at 
his  decease ;  and  then  comes  this  important  line : 
**  I  leave  my  two  Sistersjointly  my  residuary  Legatees." 
This  revokes  the  disposition  of  the  Residue,  contained 
in  the  Will,  and  substitutes  for  it  a  disposition  to  the 
two  Sisters  as  Joint-tenants.  Now  it  is  perfectly  dear 
that  the  Testator  intended  to  dispose  of  something.  By 
his  Will  he  had  made  a  disposition  of  the  whole  of  his 
Personal  Estate,  as  well  as  of  the  whole  of  his  Real 
Estate.  There  was,  therefore,  no  property  excluded 
out  of  the  Will  to  which  that  Clause  in  the  Codicil 
could  apply.    Now  if  there  be  two  Clauses  in  different 


449 
1837. 

* V— ^ 

lvshinotov 
Sewbll. 


LVSHINOTOK 

V. 

Sewell. 


CASES    IN   CHANCERY. 

InstrumentSy  and  the  Clause  ia  the  latter  is  iaconsistent 
with  that  in  the  foimer,  it  must,  of  necessity,  in  order 
to  have  any  operation,  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the 
Disposition  contained  in  the  former  Clause.  If  the  Re- 
siduary Clause  in  the  Will  did  not  dispose  of  the  virhole 
Personal  Estate — if  there  is  any  thing  that  would  satisfy 
the  bequest  in  the  Codicil,  it  might  be  contended  that 
the  Testator  did  not  intend  to  alter  the  Disposition  which 
he  had  already  made  of  his  general  Personal  Estate. 
But  it  is  impossible  to  adopt  that  Argument,  because 
the  Will  contains  a  Disposition,  in  the  most  ample  and 
unqualified  terms,  of  the  whole  of  his  Real  and  Personal 
Property ;  so  that,  in  order  to  give  any  effect  to  the 
Words  in  this  Codicil,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the 
Court  must  construe  them  in  their  most  extensive  sense, 
that  is,  consider  them  as  having  revoked  the  Disposition 
made  of  his  Residuary  Estate,  by  his  Will,  and  substi* 
tuted  a  new  Disposition  for  the  benefit  of  the  two 
Ladies.  It  is  clear  that  when  the  Testator  made  this 
Codicil  he  intended  to  alter,  most  essentially,  all  the 
Dispositions  he  had  made  in  his  Will,  except  that 
which  gives  an  Annuity  to  his  Mother,  and  to  make  an 
entirely  new  disposition  of  his  Property.  Accordingly, 
the  whole  of  the  Real  Estate,  with  the  exception  of  the 
600  Acres  of  Waste  Ijand,  is  otherwise  disposed  of  by 
this  Codicil.  The  Albany  Chambers  are  given,  for  Life, 
to  Mr.  Stapletonj^  and  the  whole  Residue  of  the  Real 
Estate  is  given  to  Lady  Luihington  and  Mrs.  Sheddon,  in 
proportion  to  the  number  of  their  Children.  With  re-* 
spect  to  the  Residue  of  the  Personal  (Estate,  if  the 
Court  should  think  that  the  two  Legatees  were  not 
Joint-tenants  but  Tenants  in  common  of  it,  then  we 
submit  that  the  Testator  intended  that  they  should  take 
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it  in  Shares  proportioned  to  the  numbers  of  their  Chil-  1227. 

dren,  and  consequently  Lady  Lushington  will  be  entitled     *        "        ' 
to  two  thirds,  and  Mrs.  Sheddon  to  one  third.  Lushington 

V, 

The  Testator  then  gives  his  Estate  of  Cornwall  lo 
Lady  Laishingion  and  her  Heirs,  which  gives  her  the  Fee 
in  this  Estate,  and  in  the  Slaves  belonging  to  it.  It  is 
clear  that  the  Slaves  passed  with  the  Estate.  By  the 
Law  of  Jamaica,  they  are  Real  Estate :  and  a  subse- 
quent Codicil  directs  that  the  Slaves  shall  not  be  re- 
moved from  the  Estate.  But  the  Stock  and  Effects  on 
the  Plantations  do  not  pass  with  the  Plantations, 
unless  there  is  some  Law  in  Jamaica  which  makes 
a  distinction  between  such  Chattels  and  the  Stock  and 
Effects  on  a  Farm  in  this  Country.  [The  Vice-Chan- 
cellor :  May  there  not  be  some  sense  attached,  by  usage, 
to  the  Word  "  Plantation,''  so  as  to  make  it  include  the 
Articles  in  question  ?]  Under  a  Devise  of  a  Plantation 
there  is  no  greater  convenience  in  holding  that  the 
Stock  and  Effects  upon  it  pass,  than  there  would  be 
in  holding  that,  under  a  devise  of  a  Farm  in  this 
country,  the  Horses,  Carts,  and  other  Implements 
would  pass* 

The  only  Words  upon  which  an  Argument  can  be 
founded  in  support  of  the  interest  claimed  for  the  Chil- 
dren of  Lady  Lushington  and  Mrs.  Sheddon,  are  those 
in  which  he  directs  that  in  all  other  respects  the  condi- 
tions of  the  former  Bequest  are  to  be  adhered  to.  But 
there  are  other  conditions  to  which  this  direction  may 
be  applied.  When,  however,  we  look  at  the  Codicil 
of  the  20th  August  1820,  it  must  be  admitted  that 
Lady  Laishington's  Claim  to  the  Fee  in  the  Cornwall 
Estate  is  considerably  shaken,  and  that  she  must  be 
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1827.  content  with  being  either  Tenant  for  Life,  or,  at  the 

'        "*        '      utmost,  Tenant  in  Tail  of  that  Estate. 
Lushing  TON 

V, 

Sew  ELL.  ^®^^  ^  *°  ^^  regulations  which  the  Testator  has 

made  in  this  Codicil,  for  ameliorating  the  condition  of 
his  Slaves.  All  the  conditions  which  the  Testator  has, 
with  this  view,  imposed  upon  his  Devisees,  are  void  in 
all  respects;  as  it  is  an  attempt  to  ereate  a  perpetual 
Obligation  and  Condition.  [The  Vice  Chancellor  :  Is  not 
the  Condition  good  for  the  life  of  the  Tenant  for  Life  T\ 
It  might  have  been  good  if  it  bad  been  so  restricted  ; 
but  it  is  not.  The  whole  provision  is  one  entire  Clause. 
And  Lord  Eldon,  C.  decided  in  Marshall  v.  Hollowajf{b% 
that,  where  some  of  the  Limitations  in  an  Instrument  are 
good,  and  some  bad,  the  latter  can  not  be  separated 
from  the  former,  but  that  they  are  void  in  toto.  Lord 
Southampton  v.  Marquis  of  Hertford  (c)  is  an  authority 
to  the  same  effect. 

The  debt  of  24,000/.  was,  we  admit,  originally  created 
by  the  Testator's  Grandfather.  But  the  Testator,  by  his 
subsequent  transactions,  made  that  debt  his  own.  For 
he  blended  it  with  monies  that  he  himself  borrowed. 
He  entered  into  a  new  contract,  fixed  a  new  time  of  pay- 
ment, and  so  made  it  entirely  his  own  personal  debt. 
Although  he  was  not  liable,  even  by  the  Deed  of  1813, 
to  pay  this  24,000/.,  by  the  effect  of  the  subsequent 
instruments  he  became  bound  to  pay  it  He  borrowed 
24,000/.  in  order  to  pay  off  Miles,  and  engages  to  repay, 
not  only  this  sum,  but  a  further  sum  of  32,000/.  which 
he  borrowed  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  the  undivided 
Moiety  of  the  Ilordley  Estate;    and  then  he  agrees 

(6)  2  Swanst.  432.  (c)  2  V.  &  B.  54* 
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with  the  vendorSy  not  that  they  shall  take,  as  their 

Becurityy  a  transfer  of  Miles's  Mortgage,  but  that  he  will 

make  to  them  a  new  Mortgage,  not  of  that  Estate  alone, 

but  of  the  Cornwall  Estate,  his  own  Moiety  of  the 

Hordley  Estate,  and  the  other  Moiety  which  he  had 

agreed  to  purchase.     Then,  instead  of  the  Cornwall 

Estate  being  subject  to  the  same  Equity  of  Redemption 

as  it  was  before  this  transaction,  he  engages  that  this 

Estate  shall  be  subject  to  a  Redemption  within  six 

months  after  his  own  death,  on  payment  by  his*  repre-« 

sentatives,  not  of  the  24,000  /.,  but  of  the  whole  of  the 

advances  which  the  Plummers  had  agreed  to  make  to 

him,  personally  and  individually,  and  he  enters  into  a 

Covenant  and  gives  a  Bond  for  further  securing  these 

advances.    Donisthorpe  v.  Porter  (d). 
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The  cases  in  which  the  Personal  Estate  of  the 
owner  of  land  subject  to  a  Mortgage,  is  not  liable 
to  pay  the  debt,  are  where  the  land  descends  or 
is  purchased  subject  to  the  debt,  or  where  the 
owner,  on  the  Mortgage  being  assigned,  covenants 
to  pay  the  debt.  Coventry  v,  Coventry  (e),  Evelyn 
y.  Evelyn  {/),  Tweddellv.  Tweddell(g).  But  wherever 
there  is  a  new  Contract  between  the  owner  of  the  land 
and  the  lender  of  the  money,  and  a  new  Equity  of 
Redemption  is  reserved,  the  Court  will  put  a  different 
construction  upon  the  acts  of  the  parties,  and  hold  tlie 
debt  to  be  followed  by  all  the  usual  consequences  of 
a  debt  (A),  Woods  v.  Huntingford{h).  In  Waring  y. 
Ward(i),   Lord  Eldon,  C.  seems  to  sanction  the  rule  as 


(d)  2  Eden.  162. 
{e)  2  P.W.  222. 
(/)  Ibid.  C59. 


(g)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  101  &  152. 

{h)  3  Ves.  128. 

(0  5  Ves.  670,  and  7,  332. 
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laid  down  by  Lord  Alvanley,  M.  R.  in  the  preceding 
case .  The  case  of  The  Earl  of  Orford  v.  Lady  Rodney  {k) 
is  precisely  in  point,  and  is  an  express  authority  for 
deciding  this  question  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff.  The 
Deed  of  October  181 7^  contains  an  express  recital  of 
a  Contract,  between  the  Testator  and  Messrs.  Plummer, 
for  the  loan  of  the  money  to  the  Testator ;  and  there  is 
a  new  Mortgage  made,  and  a  new  day  of  payment 
named ;  and  the  sum  lent  is  much  greater  than  that 
originally  borrowed.  The  32,000/.  was  clearly  a  Per- 
sonal debt  of  the  Testator:  no  distinction  is  made 
between  that  sum  and  the  24,000  /.  The  repayment  of 
both  those  sums  is  provided  for  in  the  same  way,  both 
of  them  are  secured  by  the  same  Bond.  This  is  not  a 
case  in  which  Mr.  Miles  wished  to  have  his  money  paid 
off.  In  all  probability  he  would  have  been  glad  to  let 
it  remain,  as  it  drew  after  it  the  Consignments  of 
this  very  large  Property.  The  fund,  therefore,  which 
is  first  applicable  to  pay  this  debt  is  the  Testator's 
general  Personal  Estate.  The  next  is  the  descended 
Estate,  namely,  the  moiety  of  the  Hordley  Plantation, 
which  the  Testator  purchased  after  the  date  of  his 
Will ;  and  the  last^  the  devised  Estates. 

But  if  the  Court  should  think  that  the  personal 
Estate  is  not  appUcable  to  the  discharge  of  this  debt, 
but  that  the  burden  must  be  borne  by  the  Estates 
on  which  it  was  originally  charged,  then,  as  the  Tes- 
tator has  declared  that  his  Estates  should  not  be 
divided  equally  between  his  two  Sisters,  but  in  propor- 

(k)  14  Ves.  417.  Upon  the  question  here  discussed,  see 
Mr.  Eden's  Note  on  the  Case  of  Donisthorpc  v.  Porter^  in  the 
«d  vol.  of  his  Reports,  p.  1 64 ;  and  the  Notes  by  Mr.  Cojj 
and  the  last  Editors,  2  P.  W.  664,  5. 
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tion  to  the  number  of  their  Children,  the  Court  is 
bound  so  to  apportion  the  debt  between  the  two  Estates 
as  to  effectuate  the  Testator's  intention.  The  Testator 
never  treats  the  debt  as  a  charge  upon  the  Cornwall 
Estate  exclusively.  By  his  Will,  he  gives  that  and  the 
Hordley  Estate,  together  with  his  personal  Estate,  to 
Trustees  in  Trust,  as  to  one  Moiety  for  Lady  Lushing- 
ion  and  her  Children,  and  as  to  the  other  Moiety,  for 
Mrs.  Skeddon  and  her  Children.  So  that  each  class  of 
cestuis  que  Trust  would  have  borne  half  the  Debt. 
When  the  Testator  comes  to  the  second  Codicil,  he 
says,  that  the  Estates  shall  be  divided  between  his 
Sisters  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  their  Children. 
This  would  have  thrown  the  24,000  /.  over  both  the 
Estates.  He  then  takes  upon  himself  to  make  the 
division,  which  is  merely  a  completion  of  his  intention 
expressed  in  the  Second  Codicil.  The  Plaintiff  is 
thetefore  entitled  to  have  this  Debt  thrown  upon  both 
these  Estates. 


455 

1827. 
* . ' 

LUSHIWGTON 
SrWELL. 


As  to  the  32,000  /.  paid  for  the  Moiety  of  Hordley, 
the  Testator  made  that  Moiety  a  security  for  the 
Purchase  Money.  That  Moiety,  therefore,  being 
itself  pledged  for  the  Debt,  must  bear  its  own 
burthen,  and  be  the  primary  fund  for  payment  of  the 
Debt. 


The  Vice-Chan CELLOR  : — 

There  is  some  doubt  in  my  mind  whether  the 
Plantation  Implements  and  Utensils  could  be  attached 
to  the  Personal  Estate :  and  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  there  is  a  sense  annexed  to  the  word  ''  Planta^ 
tion"  which  makes  it  include  the  Implements  and 
\Itensil8. 

I  I  3 
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The  reason  for  holding  that  the  Impletnents  and 
Utensils  pass  under  the  devise  of  the  Plantation,  is 
founded  on  convenience  only :  and^upon  that  principle, 
it  might  be  contended  that  the  furniture  in  a  house 
upon  the  Plantation  would  pass,  as  it  is  very  incon- 
venient to  have  a  house  without  furniture,  or  that  by 
a  devise  of  a  Farm  the  Implements  of  Husbandry  used 
in  its  cultivation  would  pass. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  :— 

Suppose  it  had  been  a  devise  of  the  Plantation  with 
its  appurtenances  ?] 

The  word  appurtenances  would  be  satisfied  by  hold- 
ing it  to  mean  that  which  is  appurtenant  to  the  Plan- 
tation, as  Real  Property,  and  would  not  include  what 
is  Personal  and  not  Real  Estate. 


If  a  Testator  devise  his  Farm  as  it  is  then  in  his 
possession,  it  is  quite  clear  that  not  one  single  item  of 
Personal  Estate  would  pass.  When  he  speaks  of  his 
Farm  in  his  possession,  he  is  speaking  of  a  quantity  of 
Land  in  the  course  of  cultivation.  Besides,  we  do  not 
contend  that  the  Plantations  are  to  be  stripped  of 
their  Mills  and  Furnaces,  or  of  any  thing  else  that  is 
attached  to  the  Freehold.  All  that  we  contend  is^  that 
live  Stock  and  Implements  of  Cultivation  and  Pro- 
perty of  that  description,  which  is  not  in  any  sense 
annexed  to  the  Freehold,  do  not  pass  under  the  devise 
of  the  Plantation.  Now,  unless  there  is  some  express 
law  in  Jamaica  which  introduces  a  distinction  be- 
tween the  construction  put  upon  the  words  in  question, 
in  that  Island,  and  in  this  Country,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  upon  this  point,  unless  words  are  found  in  th% 
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Testamentary  lastruments   which   annex  these  parti- 
cular articles  to  these  particular  Estates. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor-: — 
Although  positive  enactment  may  not  have  done  it, 
may  not  ordinary  usage  have  some  effect*?] 

If  in  the  Island  there  is  a  particular  sense  put  on  par- 
ticular words,  that  must  be  by  the  decision  of  the 
Courts,  and  not  by  the  general  understanding  of  man- 
kind as  to  the  Law.  Wherever  a  Plantation  is  con- 
veyed, the  Slaves,  Stock  and  Implements  are  mentioned, 
for  the  purpose  of  passing  what  would  not  pass  under 
the  devise  of  the  Plantation. 

Mr.  Kindersley,  for  the  defendant  Sir  Henry  Lmh- 
ington : — 

As  Sir  Henry  Lushington  may  survive  Lady  Lushington, 
it  Is  important  for  him  to  contend  that  his  Wife  took  an 
Estate  of  Inheritance,  and  not  for  Life  only^  in  the  Tes- 
tator's Estates,  as  he  will  then  be  entitled  to  be  Tenant 
by  the  courtesy  of  that  Property. 

It  must  be  admitted  that,  under  the  Will,  Lady 
Lushington  would  be  entitled  to  the  Rents  of  a 
Moiety  of  the  Cornwall  Estate,  and  of  a  Moiety  of 
a  Moiety  of  the  Hordley  Estate,  for  her  separate 
use,  for  her  life.  By  the  first  Codicil,  the  Testator, 
who  had  then  learnt  that  Lady  LuMngtmi  had  a 
greater  number  of  Children  than  Mrs.  Sheddon,  di- 
vided his  Property  between  them  in  proportion  to 
the  number  of  their  Children.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that,  if  this  Codicil  stood  alone,  there  would 
be  no    alteration    in   the  quantity  of  estate    which 
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Lady  LuMngton  was  to  take.  Then  the  second  Codicil 
revokes  the  former  devise  of  those  Estates,  and  gives 
Lady  Lushington  an  Estate  in  Fee-simple.  The  direction 
that  the  conditions  of  the  former  bequests  should  be 
adhered  to,  had  reference  to  the  charge  of  1,000  /.  a  year 
in  favour  of  the  Testator's  Mother.  It  may,  perhaps, 
be  contended  that  another  of  the  conditions  that  were 
to  be  adhered  to  was,  that  Lady  Lushington,  so  long  as 
she  lived,  should  have  the  Estates  for  her  separate  use. 
Still  that  would  not  prevent  her  Husband  from  having 
his  courtesy.     Roberts  v.  Dixwell  (/). 


In  the  third  Codicil,  however,  the  Testator  says: 
''  I  have  bequeathed  my  Estate  of  Cornwall  to  my 
eldest  Sister,  Lady  Lushington^  and  to  her  Children 
after  her  death/'  This  makes  her  Tenant  in  Tail ;  for, 
wherever  a  Testator  indicates  an  intention  to  give  an 
Estate  of  Inheritance  confined  to  a  particular  class 
of  Heirs,  as  the  issue  of  the  body  of  the  Devisee,  the 
Courts  have  held  that  the  Devisee  takes  an  Estate 
Tail.    Hodges  v.  Middleton  (m),  Davie  v.  Stevens  (n). 

The  construction  I  am  contending  for  is  confirmed  by 
the  Codicil  in  which  the  Testator  gives  the  Estates  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor  for  the  time  being.  For  he  directs 
that  the  profits  of  the  Estates,  after  recompensing  the 
person  who  shall  reside  on  the  Estates,  shall  be  divided 
between  his  Sisters  and  their  Children,  thus  showing 
that  he  understood  that  he  had  given  an  Interest  in  the 
Estate  to  the  Children. 


(/)  1  Atk.  606 ;  see  particularly  609. 
(m)  Doug.  415. 
(n)  Doug.  306. 
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The  next  question  that  relates  to  the  Real  Estate,  is 
as  to  the  Moiety  otHordley.  As  that  was  purchased 
after  the  date  of  the  last  Codicil,  it  descended  to  the 
two  Sisters,  in  equal  Moieties.  The  only  other  Real 
Estates  are  the  Chambers  in  the  Albany,  and  the  600 
Acres  of  Waste  Land.  These,  subject,  as  to  the  Cham- 
bers, to  the  Life  Estate  of  Mr.  Thomas  Stapleton,  vested 
in  the  Trustees  under  the  residuary  devise  in  the  Will, 
but  controlled  by  the  first  Codicil,  which  directs  the 
Testator's  Estates  to  be  divided  between  his  Sisters,  in 
proportion  to  the  number  of  their  Children. 
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Next,  as  to  the  Personal  Estate.  The  first  question 
is,  whether  the  Stock  on  the  Plantations  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  Personal  Estate,  or  as  annexed  to  the  Real 
Estates  by  virtue  of  the  Will  and  Codicils.  It  has 
been  said  that  a  Devise  of  a  Plantation  will  pass  all 
the  Stock  and  Effects  on  it ;  but  it  will  no  more  pass 
them  than  a  Devise  of  a  Farm  will  pass  all  the  Imple- 
ments upon  it.  The  word  used  by  the  Testator,  in  the 
second  Codicil,  when  he  devises  the  Cornwall  and 
Hordley  Plantations,  is  "  Estate,"  and  not "  Plantation." 
The  Argument,  therefore,  does  not  arise.  The  passage 
in  the  Will,  too,  by  which  he  devises  the  Plantations 
to  the  Trustees,  shows  that  he  did  not  intend  that,  by 
the  word  ''  Plantations,"  the  Stock  and  Effects  should 
pass ;  for,  if  he  had  conceived  that  he  had  devised  the 
Stock  by  the  devise  of  the  Plantation,  he  need  not 
have  added,  as  he  did,  the  words  ''  Mills,"  Sec. 

Then  there  is  another  question  as  to  the  Personal 
Estate,  which  is,  whether  or  not  the  Stock  and  Imple- 
ments on  the  Real  Estate  are  to  be  considered  as  having 
passed  under  the  Residuary  Clause  in  the  Codicil. 


460 


i8a7. 
^— .^^ • 

LuflllMOTOK 

V. 

Sewell. 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 

Now  the  Residuary  Clause  in  the  Codicil  is  incon* 
sistent  with  the  same  Clause  in  the  Will.  The  former^ 
therefore^  must  prevail ;  and  the  Stock  on  the  Plan- 
tations passes  by  it.  If  that  be  so,  the  two  Sisters 
were  Joint  Tenants  of  the  Personalty ;  and  the  whole 
now  belongs  to  Lady  Lushington,  At  least,  the  Per- 
sonal Property  must  be  divided  between  the  Sisters 
according  to  the  number  of  their  Children ;  and  they 
take  their  Shares  absolutely,  and  not  for  their  Lives 
only. 


The  Testator  made  the  charge  of  24^000  /.  his  own 
Debt :  and  such  of  the  Charges  as  are  still  subsisting 
must  be  borne  by  the  two  Estates  in  proportion  to  their 
values. 


Mr.  Lovat  and  Mr.  Preston,  for  the  Children  of 
Sir  Henry  and  Lady  Lushington : — 

The  Will  consists  of  two  parts.  In  the  first  the 
Testator  gives  an  Annuity  to  his  Mother :  the  remainder 
is  occupied  by  the  disposition  to  his  Sisters  and  their 
Children;  and  he  takes  anxious  care  that  the  Sisters 
should  have  their  Shares  for  their  separate  use,  and 
that  they  should  have  no  power  to  alienate  them. 
When  the  Testator  says,  in  the  Codicil,  that  it  was  his 
intention  that  the  Estates  he  had  bequeathed  to  his 
Sisters  should  be  divided  between  them  in  the  propor- 
tion of  their  Children  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  he 
meant  that  they  should  nevertheless  take  the  same 
interests  in  their  Shares  as  he  had  given  them  by  his 
Will.  The  reason 'which  the  Testator  assigns  for 
altering  the  disposition  in  his  Will,  does  not  require 
that  the  quantity  of  Estate,  but  only  that  the  Shares 
should  be  different ;  and  throughout  these  Instruments 
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the  Testator  appears  to  consider  the  Children  as  pro- 
vided for.  Then,  in  the  next  Codicil^  he  says :  ''  This 
is  in  lieu  of  leaving  the  two  Sisters  both  those  Estates 
jointly."  And,  when  he  directs  that,  in  every  other 
respect,  the  conditions  of  the  former  Bequest  are  to 
be  adhered  to,  the  point  is  made  still  clearer ;  for,  by 
"  Conditions"  he  meant  ''  Limitations,"  inasmuch  as 
there  is  no  Condition  to  be  found  in  the  Will.  The 
Codicil  of  August  1816  puts  the  point  beyond  all 
doubt;  for,  as  he  says  that  he  has  bequeathed  his 
Estate  of  Cornwall  to  his  eldest  Sister  and  to  her 
Children  after  her  death,  he  refers  us  to  the  Will  to 
show  what  Interest  they  were  to  take.  Besides,  this 
Clause  alone  would  make  Lady  Lushington  Tenant  for 
Life  only  of  the  Property.  Doe,  on  dem.  of  Davy,  v. 
Bumsall  (0). 

As  to  the  Stock  and  other  articles  on  the  Planta- 
tions, it  is  clear,  from  the  expressions  used  by  the  Tes- 
tator, that  he  did  not  mean  to  separate  them  from  the 
Plantations.  He  does  not  enumerate  these  articles  as 
part  of  his  Residuary  Estate,  but  as  distinct  from  it ; 
and  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  to  hold  that  he  in- 
tended to  separate  them,  as  thereby  the  Plantations 
would  have  been  rendered  of  little,  if  of  any  value.  The 
Trust  for  the  management  and  cultivation  of  the  Plan- 
tations, removes  all  doubt  upon  this  question.  For  it 
would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  the  Testator  intended  the 
Stock,  &c.  to  be  sold  and  purchased  again  immediately 
afterwards.  The  Testator  too  directs  his  Personal  Estate 
in  Great  Britain  to  be  converted  into  Money,  and  that 
his  Trustees  shall  convey,  assure,  and  make  over  one 
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full  Moiety  of  his  Plantations,  Slaves,  Cattle,  Stock, 
and  other  Effects,  upon  or  belonging  to  his  said  Plan^ 
tations^  8cc.  It  is,  therefore,  beyond  the  possibility  of 
doubt  that  the  Testator  intended  that  the  things,  which 
are  here  mentioned  as  belonging  to  the  Estates  in  the 
West  Indies,  should  be  regarded  as  part  of  those 
Estates ;  and  consequently,  that  Lady  Lushington  takes 
an  Estate,  for  her  life  only,  in  them.  But  it  has  been 
said  that,  in  the  Codicil,  the  Estates  only  are  men- 
tioned, and  not  the  Stock,  &c.  But,  in  construing  the 
Codicil,  regard  must  be  had  to  the  expressions  in  the 
Will ;  and  then  it  will  be  clear,  that,  although  the  Tes- 
tator spoke  of  the  Plantations  only,  he  meant,  not  only 
the  Plantations,  but  the  articles  which  he  mentions  in 
his  Will  as  belonging  to  the  Plantations. 


The  Testator's  Assets  are  liable  to  pay  off  the  Mort^ 
gage;  as  he  entered  into  an  entirely  new  Contract, 
both  as  to  the  amount  of  the  Sum  secured,  and  the 
time  of  Payment ;  and  one  part  of  the  Debt  is  not  dis- 
tinguished from  the  other. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Bickersteth,  for  the  Eldest  Son 
of  Colonel  and  Mrs.  Sheddon : — 

The  Second  Codicil  revoked  the  Will,  and  gave 
Mrs.  Sheddon  the  Fee  in  that  Moiety  of  the  Hordley 
Estate  of  which  the  Testator  was  seised  when  he  made 
that  Codicil.  The  reason  the  Testator  assigns  can  not 
affect  his  devise.  The  direction  that,  in  every  other 
respect,  the  conditions  of  the  former  Bequest  are  to  be 
adhered  to,  means  merely  that  the  other  Devises  and 
Bequests  in  the  Will  are  to  stand.  The  Testator,  when 
he  made  the  Codicil  of  August  1816,  did  not  mean  to 
make  a  new  Devise,  but  to/effix  Conditions  on  the  Per- 
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80DS  who  were  to  take  the  Property  under  the  preceding 
Codicil ;  and  he  there  treats  the  Property  as  already 
disposed  of.  If  a  Testator^  jn  referring  to  his  Will, 
mistakes  the  effect  of  it,  he  does  not  thereby  revoke  his 
Will.  The  Testator  did  not  intend  that  his  general 
Assets  should  be  liable  to  discharge  the  Mortgages  on 
the  Plantations,  except  in  the  event  of  the  Cornwall 
Estate  proving  insufficient  for  that  purpose.  This 
clearly  appears  from  the  language  of  the  Deeds  exe- 
cuted in  the  year  1817.  The  Testator  merely  intended 
to  confirm  the  old  Mortgage,  and  shows  the  greatest 
anxiety  to  guard  his  general  Assets  from  those  incum- 
brances, except  in  case  the  Cornwall  Estate  was  in- 
sufficient to  pay  them ;  but  which  is  not  the  case.  The 
15,000/.  was  not  to  be  a  charge  upon  the  Moiety  of 
Hordleyy  of  which  the  Testator  was  seised  when  he 
made  his  will,  but  on  the  other  Moiety,  in  the  event 
of  his  becoming  the  purchaser  of  it,  and  of  its  passing 
to  Mrs.  Sheddon.  Now  as  that  Moiety  did  not  pass, 
the  charge  falls  to  the  ground. 

Mr.  PepySy  for  Colonel  Sheddon : — 

It  is  the  interest  of  Colonel  Sheddon  to  contend  that 
his  Wife  takes  an  Estate  of  Inheritance,  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  his  claim  to  be  Tenant  by  the  Courtesy. 
In  the  Second  Codicil,  the  Testator  has  used  words 
which,  standing  by  themselves,  would  present  a  Case 
upon  which  there  would  be  no  doubt,  inasmuch  as  he  has 
given  the  Hordley  Estate  to  Mrs.  Sheddon  and  her  Heirs. 
The  question  then  is  this :  whether  there  be  enough  on 
the  face  of  the  Instruments  to  control  the  clear  legal 
meaning  of  the  words  which  the  Testator  has  used  in  die 
Second  Codicil.  Now,  though  there  may  be  expressions 
the  sense  of  which  may  be  controlled  by  the  intention 
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expressed  in  other  parts  of  the  Instrument,  yet,  where 
a  Testator  does  use  words  which  haTe  a  legal  meaning, 
it  requires  a  strong  indication  of  intention  to  show  that 
he  used  them,  not  only  in  a  more  limited  sense,  but  in 
a  sense  quite  contradictory  to  that  in  which  he  had 
previously  used  them.  He  made  the  Codicil  of  1816, 
not  with  an  intention  to  dispose  of  the  Property,  or  to 
alter  the  extent  of  Interest  which  he  had  given,  but 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  introducing  the  Condition  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Slaves ;  for  he  there  speaks  of  the 
disposition  which  he  had  made  to  his  Sisters  and  their 
Children.  It  would  therefore  be  a  question  of  con- 
siderable doubt  whether  the  Court  could  read  this  In- 
strument for  the  purpose  of  affecting  that  disposition 
which  he  had  before  made.  If  then  the  Court  will  not 
suffer  the  Codicil  of  1816  to  be  looked  at  for  the  purpose 
of  construing  the  other  Codicils,  we  have  this  simple 
case ;  that  the  Testator,  by  his  Will,  gives  the  Estates 
to  his  Sisters  for  Life,  with  Remainder  to  their  Children ; 
and  then,  by  a  Codicil,  leaves  one  of  those  Estates  to 
one  Sister  and  her  Heirs,  and  the  other  Estate  to  the 
other  Sister  and  her  Heirs. 


Next,  as  to  the  point  that  has  been  made  as  to  the 
15,000  /•  being  charged  upon  the  Moiety  of  the  Hordley 
Estate  that  the  Testator  had.  This  is  quite  inconsistent 
with  what  he  had  expressed  in  a  former  Codicil,  and 
with  the  course  he  had  taken  of  dividing  his  Property 
between  his  Sisters  according  to  the  number  of  their 
Children.  Therefore  what  the  Testator  meant  was,  if 
he  acquired  the  other  Moiety,  to  give  the  15,000/.  to 
the  hushingtons  in  order  to  keep  up  the  equality.  This 
Sum  was  to  be  paid,  out  of  the  Moiety  of  which  he  was 
seised,  only  in  the  event  of  his  acquiring  the  other 
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Moiety ;  so  that  Mrs.  Shedion  takes  the  whole  of  Hordley,  1 827. 

subject  to  pay  the  15,000  /.  The  Residuary  Clause  in  the  '        ' 

First  Codicil  does  not  create  a  Joint-tenancy.  The  Pro-  Lushingtos 

perty  on  the  Estates  passes  as  part  of  the  Residue.  ^ 

Lastly,  as  to  the  Mortgage.  If  a  Person  entitled 
to  an  Estate  gives  his  Personal  Undertaking  to  pay 
off  a  Mortgage  upon  it,  that  will  not  have  the  ef- 
fect of  altering  the  mode  of  payment,  and  entitling 
the  Person  who  succeeds  to  the  Estate  to  say  that  the 
charge  shall  be  paid  ont  of  the  Personal  Estate  in  the 
first  instance,  although  it  would  make  him  liable  to  the 
Mortgagor.  In  the  Deed  of  May  1813,  the  Testator 
guards  himself,  in  the  strongest  terms,  against  any  liabi- 
lity with  respect  to  himself  Personally,  or  his  Estates, 
except  those  which  were  subject  to  the  Mortgage.  If, 
on  the  transfer  of  the  Mortgage,  he  did  undertake  to 
pay  the  Debt,  that  undertaking  would  not  throw  the 
Debt  on  his  Personal  Estate.  But  he  has  done  less,  he 
has  empowered  the  Mortgagee  to  come  against  his 
Property  in  a  certain  event  only.  But  even  if  he  had 
given  the  Creditor  an  unlimited  right  to  proceed  against 
both  him  and  his  Property,  the  right,  as  between  his 
Representatives,  would  not  be  altered :  so  that  sup- 
posing the  Cases  that  have  been  cited  upon  this  point 
were  correct,  they  leave  the  Right  just  where  it  was. 

Mr.  Heald  and  Mr.  Shadwell,  for  the  younger  Children 
of  Colonel  and  Mrs.  Sheddon  : — 

It  is  clear,  from  the  context  of  the  second  Codicil, 
that  the  Testator  intended  to  equalize  the  division  of 
his  Property  between  his  two  Sisters,  and  not  to  alter 
the  interests  he  had  given  them  by  his  Will,  and  to 
suffer  the  Chambers  in  Albany,  and  the  600  acres  of 
waste  land,    to  go,  according  to  the  Will,  in  equal 
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Moieties.    With  respect  to  the  Slaves,  they  are  realty, 
and  no  question  arises  as  to  them. 

Next,  as  to  the  Residue :  as  the  Testator  has  said,  in 
the  first  Codicil,  that  the  disposition  of  his  Property, 
except  where  he  had  expressly  altered  it,  should  stand 
good,  it  would  be  a  gross  violation  of  his  intention  to 
put  a  construction,  on  the  Residuary  Bequest  in  that 
Codicil,  which  would  not  only  exclude  the  Children,  but 
give  the  whole  to  the  one  Sister  that  might  happen  to 
be  the  survivor.  His  real  meaning  was,  that,  though 
the  Real  Estates  were  to  be  divided  between  the  Sisters 
in  proportion  to  the  numbers  of  their  Children,  his 
Personal  Property  should  be  divided  between  them, 
equally.    By  "jointly"  he  meant  "  equally." 

The  next  question  is  as  to  the  24,000  /.  Before  the 
execution  of  the  Deed  of  1813  it  is  not  disputed  that 
the  Estate  charged  with  that  Sum  would  have  borne  its 
own  burden.  If  it  had  descended,  the  descent  would 
have  made  no  difference ;  for,  as  the  Personal  Estate 
had  not  been  benefited,  the  Heir  could  not  have  had 
it  exonerated ;  and  the  Deeds  of  1817  leave  the  matter 
just  where  they  found  it.  The  original  mortgage  was 
kept  aUve  ;  for  the  Estate  was  conveyed  to  the  Plum- 
mersy  subject  to  that  mortgage.  The  Testator's  Person 
and  Property,  except  the  Moiety  of  Hordley  contracted 
to  be  purchased,  are  expressly  exempted  from  all  liabi- 
lity. There  is  no  necessity,  therefore,  to  resort  to  cases, 
as  this  exemption  appears  on  the  face  of  the  instruments. 
The  Devisee  of  the  Cornwall  Estate  must  take  it  as  it 
is;  and  the  Deeds  of  1817  have  no  other  effect  than 
as  a  security.     Perkyns  v.  Bayntun  (p). 


(p)  a  P.  W.  664,  n. 
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We  now  come  to  the  last  poiiit,  as  to  the  33^000  /• 
As  the  Testator  bought  the  Estate^  and  it  did  not  pass 
by  his  Will,  it  is  the  usual  case^  and  the  Heir  may 
compel  the  Money  to  be  paid  out  of  the  Personal  Estate. 
There  is  a  contingent  giftonly^  of  the  15,000/.;  to  Lady 
Lushington ;  and  the  event  upon  which  it  waa  to  take 
effect  did  not  happen.  For  the  Testator  supposed  that 
his  Codicil  would  pass  the  whole  of  Hordley,  if  he 
should,  at  any  future  time,  become  the  owner  of  the 
other  Moiety ;  and  it  was  under  that  impression,  and 
on  that  condition,  that  he  gave  the  15,000  /.  to  Lady 
Lushington, 

Mr.  Blenman  and  Mr.  Palk^  appeai'ed  for  the  TrUs-* 
tees, and  other  Parties. 

Mr.  Sugden,  in  reply : — 

By  the  first  Codicil,  all  the  Estates  given  by  the  Will 
were  to  be  divided  between  the  Sisters  in  proportion  to 
the  number  of  their  Children.  By  the  second  Codicil, 
he  makes  a  different  disposition  as  to  Cornwall  and  the 
Moiety  of  Hordley,  but  leaves  the  Chambers  and  the 
Waste  Land  to  be  operated  upon  by  the  first  Codicil ; 
and  they  are  therefore  to  be  divided  between  the  Sisters 
in  the  proportion  before  mentioned. 
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We  now  come  to  die  Personal  Estate.  The  words 
'<  my  Estates,"  in  the  first  Codicil,  mean  his  Real 
Estates  only,  and  not  Personal  Estate ;  for  otherwise 
the  appointment  of  the  Sisters  to  be  residuary  Legatees 
would  have  nothing  to  operate  upon.  The  obvious  and 
natural  meaning  of  the  word  ''  Estate/'  is  Real  Estate^ 
and  the  Testator  afterwards  uses  it  in  that  sense. 
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llie  next  question  is,  what  do  the  Sisters  take  as 
Residuaiy  Legatees;  which  involTes  the  question  as 
to  the  Cattle  and  Stock  on  the  Plantations.  The  Court 
can  not,  in  point  of  Law,  say  that  they  are  not  to  be 
Residuary  Legatees  of  all  the  Personal  Estate  of  eTery 
description.  I  apprehend,  therefdOey  that  the  Stock 
and  Chattels  must  pass  under  the  Residuary  Bequest 
in  the  first  Codicil.  It  is  convenient  that,  by  the  gift 
of  a  Farm,  the  Stock  and  Utensils  should  pass ;  but 
the  Court  has  never  so  decided. 

Then  what  is  the  meaning  of :  "  I  leave  my  two  Sisters, 
jointly,  my  Residuary  Legatees."  Without  the  word 
^' jointly,^  no  one  could  argue  in  this  Court  that  the 
Sisters  would  not  be  Joint-tenants.  Can  then  the  intro- 
duction of  that  word  make  any  difference  ?  What  does 
''jointly"  mean:  not  "separately"  or  "severally." 
There  is  no  hardship  in  Survivorship,  as  the  Legatees 
might  sever  the  joint-tenancy  immediately.  The  Court 
has  no  authority  to  say  that  these  words  should  not 
have  the  effect  which  the  Law  gives  them. 

The  Vice-Chancbllor  : — 
The  Bill,  in  this  case,  is  filed  by  Dame  Fanny  Maria 
Lmhington,  who  is  the  Sister  and  one  of  the  Co-heirs 
ofMathew  Gregory  Lewis,  a  gentleman  of  great  celebrity 
in  this  country,  against  the  Devisees  and  Trustees  of 
the  Will,  her  own  Husband  as  having  an  adverse  in- 
terest, and  her  own  Children,  and  likewise  against 
Mr.  Sheddon,  who  was  the  surviving  Husband  of  the 
other  Sister  and  Co-heir  of  the  Testator,  and  against 
her  children  who  were  likewise  interested.  This  suit 
IS  no  otherwise  adverse  than  as  it  has  been  found  ab- 
solutely necessary  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on 
the  rights  of  the  Parties  arising  under  the  Will  and 
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Codicils,  and  they  have  raised  very  difficult  questions 
as  to  their  contents,  especially  as  those  contents  are 
explained  by  reference  to  the  nature  and  quality  of  the 
Estates  which  pass  by  them.    It  is  necessary,  in  order 
to  make  intelligible  these  testamentary  dispositions,  to 
state  that  the  Testator,  at  his  death,  was  seised  of  an 
Estate  in  the  Island  of  Jamaica,  called  the  Cornwall 
Estate.      That  Estate  was   furnished,    as    estates  in 
that  country,  to  make  them  of  any  value,  must  be» 
with  a  supply  and  population  of  Slaves,  which,  in  that 
country,  are  Real  Estate,  and  likewise  with  cattle  and 
other  live  stock,  and  likewise  with  Plantation  imple-* 
ments.    The  stock  and  implements  are  mere  Personal 
Chattels,  but  of  a  peculiar  description.    The  Testator^ 
at  the  same  time,  was  seised  of  another  Estate,  called 
Hordleyj  with  other  Persons  as  Tenants  in  Common, 
which  was  equally  supplied  and  inmished  with  Slaves, 
Cattle,  Implements,  and  Utensils.     That  Estate  was 
held,  as  I  have  already  stated,  by  himself  and  others,  as 
Tenants  in  Common,  as  were  the  Chattels  and  moveable 
Implements.     He,  at  the  time  of  making  his  Will  and 
up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  was  unmarried,  and  his 
Sisters  were  his  presumptive  Co-heirs  at  Law.     It  is 
evident,  from  the  whole  context  of  these  Testamentary 
Instruments,  that  his  Sisters  and  their  Children  were 
the  objects  of  his  affection  and  bounty;  and  we  are 
left  to  collect  the  rights  and  interests  of  different  Parties 
to  the  same  Property,  by  inferences  and  expressions  of 
the  Testator  himself ;  and  we  must  look  to  see  what 
are  the  expressions  of  regard  and  affection  to  the  objects 
of  his  bounty,  whom  he  refers  to  as  taking  his  Pro* 
perty.  It  appears,  from  the  context  of  these  Instruments, 
that  his  intention  was  to  give  to  each  of  his  Sisters 
a  Moiety  of  his  Estate,  and  to  limit  that  Moiety  as 
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trannnissible  to  the  Children  of  each  Sister  in  equal 
Shares,  securing,  to  the  separate  use  of  each  Sister,  the 
like  enjoyment,  protecting  it  from  the  Husband  and 
limiting  the  Estate  to  each  of  their  Children.  Hie 
Will,  in  this  respect,  is  perfectly  clear;  and  no  doubt 
could  have  arisen  had  he  been  content  with  that.  He 
was,  besides  these  Plantations,  entitled  to  a  large  tract 
of  Land  in  the  same  Island,  which  was  stated  to  be 
waste  and  unproductive;  but  which  might  be  made 
valuable  by  cultivation.  He  had  likewise  a  considerable 
Personal  Estate,  and  also  a  small  Real  Estate,  whidi 
was  specifically  devised  for  Life,  consisting  of  Chambers 
in  the  Albany.  A  Moiety  of  the  Estate  called  Howdky 
he  appears  to  have  contemplated  to  purchase,  which  be 
did  not  hold  himself :  and  some  observations  will  arise 
on  that  part  of  his  intention  as  expressed  in  his  Will, 
not  with  a  view  of  giving  effect  to  the  Will  as  to  affect 
the  passing  of  that  Estate,  but  to  give  a  construction  to 
his  intention  as  to  other  parts  of  his  will.  This  being 
the  state  of  his  Property,  and  his  Debts  being  veiy  large, 
though  he  declares  them  to  be  very  trifling,  not  that  be 
mistook  the  state  of  his  aflhirs,  but  he  considered  the 
peculiar  class  of  Debt  as  hardly  to  be  considered  as 
Debt,  he  made  his  Will,  which  was  dated  in  June 
181^.  By  that  Will  he  gives  his  Mother  a  rent  chaige 
of  1,000 1,  a  Year  for  her  Life.  Subject  to  that,  he  de- 
vises :  '*  All  his  Plantations,  or  Sugar  Works,  Penns, 
Lands,  Slaves,  Tenements  and  Hereditaments  in  the 
Island  of  Jamaica  with  their  members  and  appurtenances.* 
It  is  material  to  observe  the  language  of  the  Devise  of 
this  Property ;  as  the  Will  appears  to  have  been  pre- 
pared by  a  Person  who  was  perfectly  competent  and 
conversant  with  the  nature  of  the  Property  he  was  giving;, 
ibr  one  of  the  attesting  Witnesses  to  the  Will  was  a 
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Mr.  Richard  Grant,  who  was  eminently  skilled  in  the 
Law  of  that  Island^  and  well  acquainted  with  the  nature 
of  the  Property.    He  gives,  after  the  Annuity:  "All 
my  Plantations,  Sugar  Works,  Penns,   Lands,  Slaves 
and  Hereditaments,  and  all  my  Right  Title  and  Interest 
therein  or  thereto,  and  all  the  Cattle,  Mules,  live  and 
dead  Stock,  Plantations,  Utensils  and  Implements  of 
Planting  and  Husbandry,  and  all  other  Property  and 
Effects  upon  or  belonging  to  the  Plantations  or  Suga'^ 
Works,  Penns,  and  Lands,  and  all  the  rest,  residue  and 
remainder  of  my  Estate  real  personal  or  mixed,    in 
possession,  remainder,  reversion,  expectancy  or  other- 
wise howsoever  in  Law  or  Equity,  or  over  which  I  have 
any  power  of  appointment,''  to  Trustees  for  the  afler- 
mentioned  purposes.     The  specialty  with  which  the 
Plantations,  Stock,  Utensils  and  Implements,  Cattle,  &c. 
connected  with  the  Devise  of  the  Plantations,  are  men- 
tioned, show  that  the   gentleman   who  prepared  the 
Will  knew  that  a  gift  of  the  Land  denuded  of  its  con- 
comitants, was  a  gift  of  a  burthen  and  not  of  a  benefit. 
It  is  likewise  not  unimportant  to   remark   that   the 
Trustees  were  directed  to  manage  and  cultivate  and 
improve  all  his  Plantations  or  Sugar  Works,  Lands, 
&c.  in  Jamaica,  to  the  best  advantage,  and  for  that 
piHpose,  from  time  to   time  to  repair  and  keep  up 
all  the  Works  and  Buildings  upon  the  Plantations, 
and  erect  new   Works  or  Buildings  when  necessary, 
and   also    to    purchase   and  supply  the    Plantations 
with  such  Slaves,  Cattle,  Stock,  and  other  things,  as 
might  be  necessary  for  the  supporting  and  improving 
the  same.    Now  it  is  material  to  observe  this  part  of 
the  Will,  where  the  Testator  has  deliberately  devised 
the  Estates,  in  order  to  collect  his  intention,  when  we 
come  to  consider  the  informal  and  untechnical  mode  of 
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1827.  expression  in  which  he  afterwards  devises  a  portion 

of  his  Estate ;  and  I  would  ask,  whether  it  is  poBwble# 
regard  being  had  to  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  Estate 
in  question,  that  he  intended,  by  that  untechnical  form 
of  expression,  to  pass  an  Estate  less  beneficially  accom- 
panied than  by  the  Will.  He  then  proceeds,  after 
directing  his  Trustees  to  convert  all  his  Personal  Estate, 
in  Great  Britain,  which  should  not  consist  of  Money, 
into  Money,  and  to  lay  it  out  entrust,  to  give  one  Moiety 
to  his  Sister,  the  Plaintifi^,  Lady  Lushingtany  for  her 
life,  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  her  death  to  her 
Children,  with  benefit  of  Survivorship  between  them, 
with  Remainder  over,  in  case  of  failure  of  her  Children, 
to  his  Sister,  Mrs.  Sheddon,  who  also  has  a  Moiety 
devised  to  her  in  the  same  way,  with  coiTesponding 
Limitations  over  for  the  benefit  of  her  Children,  with 
Limitations  to  her  Sister,  which  need  not  be  stated,  as 
no  question  arises  on  them.  Then  comes  that  series  of 
Codicils  which  create  the  difficulty.  The  Testator,  in 
a  Codicil  to  his  Will,  says  :  *'  There  will  probably  be 
found  a  Will  made  many  years  ago,  as  also  another 
Will  made  since  my  Father's  death.  If  any  thing  con- 
tained  in  this  Codicil  should  be  contradictory  to  any 
part  of  these  two  Wills,  it  is  my  injunction  that  the 
preference  should  be  given  to  this  Codicil,  and  to  the 
second  Will  before  the  first.  In  other  respects  the  in- 
structions contained  in  those  Wills,  as  to  the  disposition 
of  my  Property,  are  to  stand  good."  Now  I  think  it 
must  be  admitted  that  this  passage  excludes  all  possi- 
bility of  presumptive  revocation.  Wherever  be  has 
made  a  disposition  inconsistent  with  the  disposition 
here  made,  he  has  directed  that  that  inconsistent  dis- 
position shall  prevail  over  the  disposition  made  in  the 
Will.    Wherever  he  has  not  done  so,  it  is  clear  that 
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these  diBpositions  must  stand  good  as  his  testamentary 
intentions.  There  is  introduced,  by  way  of  interlineation, 
a  Line,  dated  the  i6th  of  January  18 13,  which  says: 
^  It  has  been  destroyed  since  writing  the  following;'^ 
that  is,  the  Will  that  he  speaks  of  as  being  probable  to 
be  found ;  therefore  the  only  testamentary  disposition 
to  be  found  would  be  that  which  was  made  since 
his  Father's  death,  which  he  intended  to  prevail,  except 
in  so  fiEur  as  the  subsequent  Instrument  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  inconsistent  with  it.  He  then  proceeds: 
**  I  possess,  besides  my  two  Estates  in  Jamaica^  some 
Thousand  Pounds  still  in  the  hands  of  my  Father's 
Executors,  probably  Six  or  Seven  Thousand  Pounds." 
Having  stated  that,  as  a  ground  for  considering  that 
tJiere  will  be  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  his  Debts  and 
Legacies,  lie  gives  certain  specific  Bequests,  which 
need  not  be  adverted  to,  as  no  question  arises  about 
them.  He  then  proceeds :  ''  As  I  leave  no  Debts,  or 
▼ery  trifling  ones,"  (although  at  the  time  he  owed  on 
mortgage  about  40,000  /.,)  **  I  presume  that  there  will 
be  ready  Money  enough  to  discharge  all  these  Legacies, 
which  I  desire  to  be  paid  vnth  the  greatest  possible 
dispatch.  But,  if  there  should  not  be  ready  Money  in 
hand,  I  then  direct  that  the  Deficiency  shall  be  supplied 
by  annually  setting  aside  half  of  the  Profits  of  my 
Estates  in  Jamaica  till  the  whole  Sum  shall  have  been 
disi^arged,  till  when  the  Legacies  are  to  be  discharged 
proportionally."  This  shows  an  intention  that  the 
Estates  should  pass,  not  charged  with  the  Debts  and 
Legacies,  to  the  Sisters  for  life,  and  their  Issue.  Then 
lie  goes  on  making  a  Devise  inconsistent  with  that 
anterior  Devise.  He  says:  ''  It  is  my  intention  that  my 
Estates,  which  I  have  bequeathed  to  my  two  Sisters, 
should  not  be  divided  equally  between  them,  but  in 
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proportion  to  the  number  of  their  Children  at  the  time 
of  my  decease.  I  leave  my  two  Sisters,  jointly,  my 
residuary  Legatees/'  Upon  this  Codicil,  which  here 
terminates,  it  has  been  contended  that  the  Estates 
were  to  be  apportioned,  in  value,  according  to  the 
number  of  the  Children  of  the  Sisters,  one  of  them 
having  a  greater  number  of  Children  than  the  other. 
And  this  last  line :  **  I  leave  my  two  Sisters,  jointly,  my 
residuary  Legatees,"  has  been  argued  upon,  and  fairly 
argued  upon,  as  evidence  that  he  intended  to  revoke 
that  disposition  to  his  Sisters,  in  moieties,  as  Tenants 
in  Common,  and  ako  to  revoke  the  benefits  given  to 
the  Children ;  and  that  this  line  is  to  constitute  a  general 
residuary  Devise  and  Bequest  of  all  his  Estate  to  both 
his  Sisters  as  Joint-tenants.  Looking  at  the  whole 
context  of  the  Will,  and  what  I  shall  subsequently 
state,  I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  no  such  intention 
was  ever  contemplated  by  him.  I  collect,  from  this 
Codicil,  thus :  that,  with  respect  to  his  Plantations,  contra- 
distinguished from  his  other  Property  that  passed  onder 
the  residuary  Bequest,  he  intended  they  should  be 
divided  between  his  Sisters,  not  equally,  but  in  the 
ratio  of  the  number  of  Children  which  each  had ;  and 
that,  as  to  the  Property  which  passed  under  the 
residuary  Bequest,  his  two  Sisters  should  be  his  resi- 
duary Legatees  in  the  same  ratio.  Then  he  seems,  at 
a  subsequent  period,  to  have  done,  for  the  purpose 
of  explaining  himself,  and  to  prevent  Disputes,  that 
which  has  created  the  Disputes  he  meant  to  avoid.  He 
goes  on  :  ''  To  prevent  disputes,  I  leave  to  my  eldest 
Sister,  Lady  Lusbington,  and  her  Heirs,  my  Estate  of 
Cornwall,  in  Jamaica ;  and,  to  my  youngest  Sister, 
Mrs.  John  Sheddon,  and  her  Heirs,  I  leave  my  Property 
in  the  Estate  of  Hordley,  in  Jamaica ;   the  number  of 
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their  respective  Children  nearly  equalizing  the  value 
or  the  two  Properties  :  this  is  in  lieu  of  leaving  the  two 
Sisters  both  those  Estates  jointly.''  Now  it  cannot  be 
doubted  that  he  does  not  use  the  word  **  jointly  "  here 
in  its  technical  sense,  creating  a  joint  Estate  subject  to 
Survivorship ;  but,  instead  of  leaving  to  each  of  his 
two  Sisters  the  Estate,  the  number  of  the  Children  of 
one  Sister  being  greater  than  the  number  of  the  Chil- 
dren of  the  other,  induces  him  to  vary  the  disposition, 
and,  as  the  value  of  tlie  Cornwall  Estate  is  as  much 
beyond  the  value  of  Hordley,  as  the  number  of  the 
Children  of  one  Sister  exceeds  the  number  of  the  Chil- 
dren of  the  other,  he  leaves  to  his  Sister,  Lady  Lush- 
ingtm,  his  Estate  of  Cornwall^  and  to  Mrs.  Sheddon  his 
Estate  of  Hordley.  I  think  it  is  as  little  to  be  doubted, 
on  this  part  of  the  Case,  (though  it  was  strenuously 
argued  that  this  Devise  gave  the  Fee-simple  to  the  two 
Sisters  in  all  the  Estates,  leaving  nothing  to  the 
Children,)  that  the  Testator  did  not  mean  to  extend 
the  quantity  of  Estate  in  his  Sisters,  or  that,  where  he 
used  the  word  ''  Heirs,"  he  used  it  attributable  to  the 
Sisters,  and  not  to  those  who  would  take  by  way  of 
Limitation.  I  have  no  doubt,  notwithstanding  the 
Argument,  that  the  Codicils  do  not  revoke  the  substan- 
tial and  intrinsic  Limitations  of  the  Will  to  the  Sisters 
in  the  moieties  of  the  Plantations.  I  am  likewise  of 
opinion,  and  shall  so  declare,  that  tlie  Testator,  by  the 
expression  ''  residuary  Legatees  jointly,"  meant  no 
otherwise  than,  instead  of  creating  an  inequality  of 
division  as  to  the  residuary  Personal  Estate,  and  which 
the  antecedent  part  creates  in  the  Real  Estate,  that  his 
residuary  Estate  should  be  divided  between  his  Sisters 
and  their  Children,  equally  in  point  of  quantity,  though 
tiot  as  a  joint  Estate. 
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Then  comes  the  last  Codicil ;  which,  at  present,  I 
shall  use  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  fortify  the  con- 
strnction  that  I  divine  from  the  obscure  Codicils  with 
reference  to  any  rerocation  of  these  Limitations  of  the 
Estates  which  were  given  to  die  Sisters — ^that  he  could 
not  have  meant  that  one  Sister  should,  in  the  event  of 
a  Survivorship,  take  the  whole,  or  that  the  Sisters  should 
take  absolutely  in  exclusion  of  their  Children.  It  is  lo 
be  observed  that,  throughout  the  Codicil,  he  confines 
himself  to  Regulations  calculated  to  preserve  the  hap- 
piness and  comfort  of  the  Slaves,  who  are  to  a  certain 
extent  under  the  control,  and  objects  of  the  protection 
and  bounty  of  the  Owners.  He  provides  that  the  Sisters, 
or  those  who  are  to  take  under  the  Limitations  of  his 
Will,  should,  from  time  to  time,  reside  on  the  Estate 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  comfort  and  prelection 
of  his  Slaves.  He  says :  ^'  I  have  bequeathed  my  Estate 
of  Cornwall  to  my  eldest  Sister,  and  to  her  Children 
after  her  death."  That  is  a  repetition  of  the  Devise  in 
the  first  Codicil.  If  he  coidd  have  intended  to  revoke 
the  Devise  to  the  Sisters  and  their  Children,  this  vronld 
be  strong  enough  to  restore  the  original  Devise,  and 
leave  the  Children  just  where  the  Will  put  them.  In 
this  situation  he  died.  It  appears  that  the  Testator 
had  miscalculated,  not  only  the  nature  and  condition 
of  his  Property,  but  the  value.  He  considered  that 
Lady  Lusfdngton,  having  a  greater  number  of  Children 
than  Mrs.  Sheddan  had,  would  be  better  provided 
for  by  taking,  exclusively  to  herself  and  Children' 
the  Cornwall  Estate,  and  that  the  other  Sister,  who 
was  less  burdened  with  Children,  would  be  suffi- 
ciently provided  for  by  taking  the  HordUy  Estate.  On 
looking  at  the  result  of  the  Master's  Report,  it  appears 
that,  by  fortuitous  circuinstances,  the  Commmll  Estate 
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has  been  totally  unproductive,  and  the  Hardky  Estate 
greatly  productive. 

Then  the  question  arises  as  to  the  way  in  which  the 
Estates  are  to  be  burdened  with  the  Testator's  Debts. 
One  question  is,  out  of  what  Fund  the  Annuity  of  i^ooo  /• 
a-year,  which  is  given  to  the  Testator's  Mother,  but 
which  subsisted  for  a  very  short  time  after  his  death,  is 
to  be  paid,  those  who  have  administered  the  Estate 
having  received,  and  mixed  into  one  mass,  all  the  Pro- 
duce, and  having  made  all  the  Payments  out  of  that  one 
mass.  I  am  very  clear  that  that  Annuity  must  be  paid 
out  of  the  general  Personal  Estate,  as  far  as  it  is  com* 
petent  to  pay  it ;  and  next,  that  the  Real  Estates,  de- 
vised to  his  Sisters,  must  contribute,  if  necessary,  the 
remainder :  and  I  apprehend  that  those  Estates  must 
contribute  according  to  their  relative  values.  How  that 
relative  value  is  to  be  settled,  is  one  of  the  most  difficult 
questions  I  have  met  with.  Because  a  West  India  Es- 
tate will,  in  some  years,  be  enormously  profitable,  and, 
in  other  years,  instead  of  producing  a  Profit  will  incur 
a  Debt  ta  its  cultivation.  When,  therefore,  one  looks 
at  the  particular  nature  of  a  We$t  India  Estate,  one 
does  not  know  how  to  deal  with  the  question :  and  I 
never  met  with  an  instance  where  it  has  been  direcUy 
decided. 
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Then  the  question  is,  how  are  the  Debts  to  be  paid. 
And  here  is  a  new,  serious  question  of  equitable  ad- 
ministration to  be  decided,  having  regard  to  the  tran- 
sactions of  the  Testator  and  those  who  preceded  him, 
with  respect  to  the  charges  which  at  his  death  encum- 
bered these  Estates.  His  Father,  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  left  a  Mortgage  Debt  upon  the  Estate ;  and  it 
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appears  that  the  Testator  derived  the  Moiety  of  the 
Estate,  which  the  Father  died  seised  of,  from  the  Gift 
of  the  Father.  It  appears  that  the  Testator  made  an 
Assignment  of  this  Mortgage  to  Mr.  Miles;  and  it  was 
transferred  from  one  House  to  another,  as  suited  the 
convenience  of  the  Parties,  but  always  augmenting  the 
Debt,  and  taking  on  himself  to  connect  his  own  Debt 
with  that  Debt  which  had  fallen  upon  him  by  trans- 
mission from  his  Ancestor.  Sometime  before  his  death, 
he  made  a  Contract  to  Purchase  the  outstanding  Moiety 
of  the  HarcUey  Estate ;  and  it  appears,  by  an  expression 
in  his  WiU,  that  he  had  that  Purchase  in  contempla- 
tion ;  but  that  declaration  cannot  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration with  a  view  to  give  any  title  to  the  Moiety 
which  was  afterwards  purchased,  but  it  must  be  con- 
sidered as  having  descended  to  the  Sisters. 

But  a  question  arises  upon  the  transactions  respecting 
the  Mortgage  Debts ;  and,  looking  at  the  effect  of  the 
Instruments  by  which  the  Testator  secured  the  Debt 
contracted  by  his  Ancestors  and  the  Debt  which  he 
contracted  himself,  I  think  that,  notwithstanding  the 
doctrine  found  in  Ancaster  v.  Mayer,  the  Testator  must 
be  considered  as  having  adopted  the  whole  Debt  as  his 
own  distinct  debt ;  and  that  there  is  no  Equity  for 
separating  the  whole  Debt,  so  as  to  throw  any  part  of 
it  on  the  Estate  which  originally  descended  from  his 
Father  charged  with  the  Debt.  The  whole,  therefore* 
must  be  considered  as  his  Debt,  subject  to  be  paid  by 
the  two  Estates,  after  applying  the  Personal  Estate,  and 
the  other  undisposed  of  Estates ;  and  that  it  must  be 
paid  by  the  two  Estates,  Cornwall  and  Hardley,  rate- 
ably,  and  according  to  their  relative  value :  any  thing 
that  falls  upon  the  Inheritance  of  these  Estates  must  be 
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feo  paid.  I  am  aware  that  there  is  a  peculiarity  in  the 
Security,  which  raised  a  very  fair  Argument ;  I  mean 
the  peculiar  way  in  which  the  Testator  has  guarded  him- 
self, or  any  part  of  his  Property,  against  Payment  of 
this  Debt  during  his  Life :  but  this  circumstance  does 
not  prove  that  the  Testator  did  not  intend  to  adopt  the 
whole  Debt,  because  he  makes  no  distinction,  in  that 
respect,  between  the  Debt  that  he  himself  contracted, 
and  which  therefore  was  unquestionably  his  own, 
and  the  Debt  which  had  been  contracted  by  his 
Ancestor. 
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The  next  question  arises  on  that  part  of  the  Codicil 
in  which  the  Testator  devises  the  two  Estates.  He 
merely  mentions  his  Cornwall  Estate  and  his  Hordley 
Estate,  not  adding  *'  Cattle,  Stock,  Implements  and 
Utensils/'  and  it  is  insisted,  therefore,  that,  under  this 
latter  Devise,  the  Devisees  are  to  take  merely  realty, 
and  that  which  is  Personalty  is  to  be  considered  as 
undisposed  of,  or  as  constituting  part  of  his  general 
Personal  Estate.  On  the  part  of  Mr.  Sheddon  it  was 
argued  that  it  went  to  the  Sisters,  as  residuary  legatees, 
and  consequently,  he  was  entitled  to  a  Moiety,  as 
representing  his  deceased  Wife. 


I  have  before  stated  that  I  do  not  know  of  any 
Decision  that  the  Court  has  come  to  upon  the  question ; 
what  is  to  pass  under  the  Devise  of  a  West  India  Estate. 
It  was  reasoned,  here,  that  it  would  no  more  pass  any- 
thing beyond  the  Land,  than  if  it  were  the  Devise  of 
a  Farm  in  England,  by  the  Owner  who  cultivated  it, 
as  a  Farmer  as  well  as  Owner ;  because,  with  it,  would 
not  be  meant  to  pass  the  Cattle  or  Stock,  or  any  thing 
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more  than  the  mere  Land  of  that  Farm.  But  there  is 
no  analogy  between  the  two  species  of  Property ;  and 
I  should  haye  great  difficulty  in  deciding  that,  if  a  Man 
gave  his  West  India  Plantation  called  A.  to  a  Devisee, 
the  gifit  of  that  Plantation,  as  a  Plantation,  was  to  be 
confined  to  the  mere  realty :  for,  denuded  of  those 
accompaniments  which  would  make  it  productive,  such 
an  Estate  is  rather  a  burthen  than  a  benefit.  But, 
however,  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  Case  does  not,  at 
present,  call  for  any  Decision  on  my  part.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  Testator  intended  to  give,  by  this 
Codicil,  under  the  denomination  of  these  Estates,  all 
those  things  that  are  given,  by  the  Will,  as  constituent 
and  component  parts  of  these  Estates ;  and  that  he  did 
not  mean  to  lessen  the  Bequest,  though  he  meant  to 
divide  the  subjecti  instead  of  leaving  it  as  a  Tenancy 
in  Common. 
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BULLOCK  V.  EDINGTON.  ^^djlne. 


IN  this  Suit,  a  Demurrer  was  filed  on  the  9th  of  April.  Practice. 

On  the  12th  of  that  Month,  the  Registrar's  Office  was  -^^^w^^* 

closed  for  the  Easter  Holidays,  and  was  not  re-opened  The  eight  Days 

until  the  24th.    On  the  25th,  the  Demurrer  was  entered  ^^in  which  a 

with  the  Registrar.      In  the  interval,  no  process  to  \^  entered  with 

compel  an  Answer  had  issued.  the  Registrar, 

are  eight  Ogke 


Upon  a  Motion  made  by  Mv.WilbraAam  and  opposed 
by  Mr.  Treslove  and  Mr.  Roupell,  the  question  was, 
whether  the  Demurrer,  in  this  Case,  was  filed  in  due 
time,  in  compliance  with  an  Order  of  the  Court,  which 
requires  that  every  Demurrer  shall  be  entered  with  the 
Registrar  within  Eight  Days  after  it  has  been  filed  (a), 
and  Jordan  v.  Sawkins(b),  and  Dyson  v.  Benson  (c)^ 
were  cited  against  the  Motion. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  : — 

My  Idea  clearly  is,  that  the  Eight  Days  mean  Eight 
office  Days ;  the  Demurrer  therefore  was  entered  in 
due  time. 

(a)  See  Beam,  Ord.  77.  {b)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  37t. 

(c)  Coop.  110. 


Days. 
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27U?  June.  STANTON  v.  KNIGHT. 

Will.  Thomas  knight,  deceased,  by  his  WiU,  mada 

Usurunu  Debt.    ^  specific  Bequest  to   William  Wills  the  younger,  and 
^    also  gave  him  a  Share  of  his  Residuary  Estate,  and 

^ J^w  ^  ^'  declared  it  to  be  his  WiU,  that  whatever  Sums  or  Sum 
reeled  that  one  '  i_     u 

of  his  residuary    of  Money  (if  any)  Principal  as  well  as  Interest,  should 

Legatees  should  be  owing  to  him  from  William  Wills  the  elder,  upon 

be  aoswerable 

for  all  Debts  due  ^^^^   ^^  otherwise,  at  the  time  of  the  Testator's  De- 

to  him  from  the  cease,  the  Property  thereby  bequeathed  to  his  Son, 
Ea^cr^of  the  fynUam  mils,  the  younger,  should  be  liable  to  and 
A  debt,  though  answerable  for  the  whole  amount  of  such  Sum  or  Sums 
usurious,  must  ^s  should  or  might  be  then  due  and  owing  to  the 
the  Legatee's  Testator  from  William  WiUs  the  elder, 
share* 

A  Suit  having  been  instituted  for  the  administratioa 
of  the  Testator's  Estate,  the  Master,  in  computing  the 
Debts  which  were  due  from  Wills  the  elder  to  the 
Estate,  had  taken  into  account  a  Bond  Debt  upon 
which,  by  Agreement  between  the  Testator  and  Wills 
the  elder,  usurious  interest  had  been  paid,  although, 
on  the  face  of  the  Bond,  it  appeared  that  Interest  at 
five  per  cent,  only  was  to  be  paid.  Wills  the  younger 
excepted  to  the  Master*s  Report. 

Mr.  Wakefield,  in  support  of  the  Exception,  said  that 
the  Testator  did  not  intend  that  a  Debt  that  could  not 
be  enforced,  should  be  deducted  from  the  younger 
Wills's  share  of  the  residue:  that  the  Testator  had 
in  his  contemplation  legal  debts  only,  and  meant  the 
Son  to  run  the  risk  of  his  Father's  solvencyi  and  not  of 
the  illegality  of  the  Debt. 
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Mr.  Home,  Mr.  Pepys,  Mr.  Duckworth,  and  Mr. 
Teed,  for  the  other  Residuary  Legatees  and  the  Execu- 
tors, admitted  that  the  Debt  could  not  be  recovered  at 
Law,  but  said  that  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
Usury  of  the  Transaction;  that  the  Question  was, 
merely,  what  was  the  Testator's  Intention,  and  whether 
the  Debt  was  not  one  which  the  Testator  considered  to 
be  due ;  and  that  he  had,  in  direct  Terms,  alluded  to  the 
Security,  in  his  WilL 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

A  Debt,  though  usuriously  contracted,  is,  neverthe- 
less, a  Debt.  The  Statutes  against  Usury  preclude 
the  remedy  merely ;  and,  when  a  Party  comes  into  this 
court  to  be  relieved  against  Usury,  the  Court  refuses 
its  assistance,  unless  the  Plaintiff  will  consent  to  pay 
what  is  really  due.  The  Bond  is,  on  the  face  of  it, 
a  legal  one ;  and  the  Testator  never  contemplated  any 
objection  being  made  to  it  on  the  ground  of  Usury. 

Exception  over-ruled. 
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EVITT  V.  PRICE. 

1  HE  Plaintiffs  were  Attomies,  and  had  for  several 
years  employed  the  Defendant  as  an  Accountant,  and 
intrusted  him  with  the  Affairs  and  Secrets,  and  allowed 
him  free  access  to  the  Books  and  Papers  of  the  Co-part- 
nership and  their  Clients.  The  Defendant  having,asthe 
Bill  alleged,  got  into  his  possession,  in  the  course  of 
his  being  so  employed,  several  of  such  Books  and 
Papers,  and  made  extracts  therefrom,  and  a  dispute 
having  arisen,  between  him  and  the  Plaintifis,  as  to  the 
Vol.  I.  L  L 


99th  June. 

— ^         * 


Injunction, 

Injunction 
granted  to  re- 
strain the  disclo- 
sure of  Secrets 
come  to  the  De- 
fendant's kuow^ 
ledge  in  the 
course  of  a  con- 
fidential Em- 
ployment. 
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amount  of  his  demands  upon  them,  wrote  a  Letter  to 
them  saying  that  he  considered  himseK^absolved  from 
all  obligation  to  confidence,  and  at  liberty  to  make 
public  what  he  might  deem  necessary,  and  that  he 
would  not  sit  down  minus,  with  the  knowledge  he  pos- 
sessed. Upon  which  the  Bill  was  filed,  praying  that 
the  Defendant  might  be  decreed  to  deliver  up  the 
Plaintiffs  all  the  before-mentioned  Books,  Documents, 
and  Extracts  then  in  his  custody  or  power,  and  be  re- 
strained from  taking  and  retaining  any  Copies  of,  or  Ex- 
tracts from  the  last-mentioned  Particulars;  and  from  com- 
municating the  said  Particulars,  or  the  Contents  thereof, 
or  any  of  the  Information  therein  contained,  to  any 
Person  or  Persons  whatever ;  and  from  communicating 
any  of  the  Information  possessed  or  acquired  by  him 
relating  to  the  said  Co-partnership,  or  the  Afi[airs  or 
Secrets  thereof,  or  the  Clients  thereof,  by  means  of  his 
having  been  so  employed  as  aforesaid. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Wakefield  now  moved,  ex  partem 
for  an  Injunction  in  terms  of  the  Prayer,  and  referred 
to  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton  (a)  as  an  Authority  for 
granting  the  Motion  as  to  the  Secrets  of  the  Firm  and 
their  Clients. 

The  Vice-Chancillor   granted   the    Injunction 
accordingly. 

(a)  19  Vet.  a6i.    S.  C.  Coop.  80. 
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HOLT  V.  MURRAY.  3f/Jly. 

1  HE  Plaintiff  proceeded  against  Hamilton  and  one         Foreign 
Murray,  as  Garnishee,  in  the  Lord  Mayor' ^  Court,  for   J^^^^^l^ 

a  Debt  of  570  /.  due  from  the  former,  and,  on  the  22d  of  

July  1816,  obtained  Judgment  against  Murray  as  such  .   A  Judgment 
Garnishee.     Sevendays  afterwards,  Mturray  died.    On  Mayor^s  Court 
the  3d  of  November  1817,  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  Creditor's  obtained  against 
Bill,  against  the  Executors  of  the  Deceased,  alleging  ^^g^noTl^th^^^ 
that  the  deceased  was  indebted  to  him  in  570  /.  with  the  Plaintiff  to 
an  arrear  of  Interest,  under  the  Judgment  so  obtained,  ""^nk  as  a  Judg- 
The  usual   decree    having  been    made,    the  Master  ^j^^  administra- 
inserted  this  Debt  in  the  Schedule  of  simple  contract  tion  of  the  Gar- 
Debts,  and  did  not  compute  Interest  upon  it.     Upon  °>s^«e's  Asseto. 
this  the  Plaintiff  excepted  to  the  Report,  averring  that 
the  Master  ought  to  have  included  the  Debt  in  the  first 
Schedule  to  his  Report,  and  to  have  computed  Interest 
upon  it,  from  the  2 2d  of  July  1816,  to  the  date  of  his 
Report,  inasmuch  as  the  Plaintiff  was  a  Judgment 
Creditor  of  the  Testator. 

The  record  of  the  Judgment  in  the  Mayor's  Court 
(which  was  much  observed  upon  in  the  argument)  was 
as  follows : — 

"  Before  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen  in  the  Chamber 
of  the  Guildhall  of  the  City  of  London. 

*'  Richard  Holt,  by  William  Windale  his  Attorney, 
demands,  against  Robert  Hamilton,  1,000/.  of  lawful 
Money,  8cc.  which  he  owes  to  and  unjustly  detains  from 
the  said  Plaintiff.    For  that  whereas  the  said  Defendant, 
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on  the  10th  day  of  April,  in  the  fifty-sixth  year,  8m5. 
at  the  Parish  of  Saint  Heletiy  London,  for  and  in  con- 
sideration of  divers  sums  of  Monev  before  that  time 
due  and  owing  from  the  sciid  Defendant  to  the  said 
Plaintiff^  in  the  Parish  aforesaid,  and  then  being  ih 
arrear  and  unpaid,  granted  and  agreed  to  pay,  to  the 
said  Plaintiff,  the  said  sum  of  1,000 /.above  demanded, 
where  and  when  he  the  said  Defendant  should  be  there- 
unto afterwards  required.  Yet,  notwithstanding,  the 
said  Defendant,  although  often  thereto  requested,  has 
not  yet  paid  to  the  said  Plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  1,000  /. 
above  demanded,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  danu^ 
of  the  said  Plaintiff,  so  5. ;  and,  therefore,  he  brings  his 
suit,  &c.  sworn  570  /.  and  upwards :  pledges  to  prose- 
cute, &c. 

"  11  April  1816. 
''  And  the  said  Plaintiff,  by  his  said  Attorney,  prays 
process  according  to  the  custom,  8cc.  and  it  is  granted, 
&c.  and  thereupon,  it  is  commanded,  by  the  Court,  to 
Tlwmas  Newsom,  one  of  the  Serjeants  at  Mace  of  the 
said  Court,  that  he,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
said  City,  summon,  by  good  summoners,  the  said 
Defendant  to  appear  here  in  this  Court,  to  answer  the 
said  Plaintiff  in  the  plea  aforesaid,  and  that  be  return 
and  certify  what,  &c.  and,  afterwards,  (to  wit)  at  the 
same  Court,  the  said  Serjeant  at  Mace  returned  and 
certified  to  the  said  Court,  according  to  the  custom, 
&c.  that  the  said  Defendant  had  nothing  within  the 
said  City  or  the  Liberties  thereof,  whereby  he  can  be 
summoned,  nor  was  to  be  found  within  the  same.  And, 
at  the  same  Court,  the  said  Defendant  was  solemnly 
called  and  did  not  appear,  but  made  default :  and  now, 
at  this  same  Court,  it  is  alleged,  by  the  said  Plaintiff, 
by  his  said  Attorney,  that  Thomas  Garland  Murray^Vssq. 
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the  Garnishee,  owes  to  the  said  Robert  Hamilton, 
the  Defendant,  570/.  in  Monies  numbered,  as  the 
proper  Monies  of  the  said  Defendant,  and  now  has  and 
detains  the  same  in  his  hands  and  custody,  and,  there- 
fore, the  said  Plaintiff,  by  his  said  Attorney,  prays 
process,  according  to  the  custom,  &c.  to  attach  the 
said  Defendant  by  the  said  570  /.  so  being  in  the  hands 
of  the  said  Garnishee  as  aforesaid,  so  that  the  said 
Defendant  may  appear  in  this  Court  here  to  be  holden, 
&c.  to  answer  the  said  Plaintiff  in  the  plea  aforesaid : 
Whereupon  it  is  commanded,  by  the  Court,  to  the  said 
Serjeant  at  Mace,  that  be,  according  to  the  custom,  &c. 
attach  the  said  Defendant  by  the  said  570  /.  so  being 
in  the  hands  and  custody  of  the  said  Gumishee  as 
aforesaid,  and  the  same  in  his  hands  defend  and  keep, 
80  that  the  said  Defendant  may  appear  in  this  Court, 
here  to  holden,  &c.  to  answer  the  said  Plaintiff  in 
the  plea  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  Serjeant  at  Mace 
return,  &c.  And,  afterwards,  (to  wit)  at  a  Court 
holden,  &c.  on  Monday  the  22d  day  of  April  afore- 
said, the  said  Plaintiff,  by  his  said  Attorney,  appears, 
and  the  said  Serjeant  at  Mace  returned  and  certified 
to  the  same  Court,  that  he,  by  virtue  of  the  said  pre- 
cept, on  the  said  11th  day  of  April,  between  the  hours 
of  three  and  four  in  the  afternoon,  had  attached  the 
said  Defendant  by  the  said  570  /.  so  being  in  the  hands 
and  custody  of  the  said  Garnishee,  and  the  same 
defended,  &c.  according  to  the  custom,  8cc.  so  that  the 
said  Defendant  might  appear  at  this  Court,  to  answer 
the  said  Plaintiff  in  the  plea  aforesaid :  and  thereupon 
the  said  Defendant,  at  the  same  Court,  was  solemnly 
called  and  did  not  appear,  but  made  a  first  default, 
which  said  first  default  at  the  same  Court  19  recorded 
apcording  to  the  custom,  8cc.    [The  record  then  stilted 
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three  other  days  being  successively  given  to  the  Defen- 
dant to  appear,  on  each  of  which  he  made  default.] 
And  thereupon  after  the  said  four  defaults^  recorded  by 
the  Court  against  the  said  Defendant  in  the  plea  afore- 
said, according  to  the  custom,  &c.  the  said  Plaintiff,  by 
his  said  Attorney,  prays  process  according  to  the  custom, 
8cc.  to  warn  the  said  Garnishee  to  be  and  appear  in  this 
Court  to  show  cause,  &c. ;  whereupon  at  the  same  Court 
holden.  Sic.  it  is  commanded,  by  the  same  Court,  to  the 
said  Serjeant  at  Mace,  that  he,  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  City,  warn  and  make  known  to  the  said  Gar- 
nishee to  be  and  appear  here  in  this  court  to  be  holden, 
&c.  on  Saturday  the  27th  day  of  April  aforesaid,  to 
show  cause,  &c.  why  the  said  Plaintiff  ought  not  to 
have  execution  of  the  said  570  /.  so  attached  in  hands 
and  custody  as  aforesaid :  And  that  the  said  Serjeant 
at  Mace  return  and  certify,  at  the  same  court,  what, 
&c.  The  same  day  is  given,  by  the  Court,  to  the  said 
Plaintiff  to  be  there.  Sec,  at  which  said  court,  holden, 
&c.  the  said  Plaintiff  by  his  said  Attorney  appear  :  and 
the  said  Serjeant  at  Mace  hath  returned  and  certified, 
to  the  same  Court,  that  he,  by  virtue  of  the  said  pre- 
cept tQ  him  directed  and  according  to  the  custom,  &c. 
had  warned  and  made  known  to  the  said  Garnishee  to 
be  and  appear  at  this  same  court  to  show  cause,  &c. 
as  above  commanded,  and  thereupon,  at  the  same 
court,  the  said  Garnishee  was  solemnly  called  and 
appeared,  and  appointed  in  his  stead  William  Jones, 
his  Attorney,  and  hath  leave  to  imparl  until,  &c. 


"Plea, — And  the  said  Thomas  Garland  Murray,  by 
William  Jones,  his  Attorney,  on  the  30th  day  of  April, 
in  the  Year  of  the  Reign  aforesaid,  comes  and  says  that 
the  said  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  Execution  of  the 
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Baid  570  /.  in  Monies  numbered,  so  attached  as  afore- 
saidy  or  any  Part  thereof,  because  he  says  that,  at  the 
making  the  attachment  aforesaid,  he  had  not  owed  to 
or  detained,  or  yet  hath^  owes  to  or  detains  from  the 
said  Robert  Hamilton,  the  Defendant  named  in  the 
Bill  original  and  attachment  aforesaid,  the  said  570  /. 
or  any  part  thereof,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
Plaintiff  hath  above  supposed,  and  of  this  he  puts 
himself  upon  the  Country,  and  the  said  Plaintiff  doth 
the  like.  Therefore,  8cc. 
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"Verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  570  /.—Afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  Tuesday,  the  9th  day  of  July,  in  the  56th  year,  8cc. 
the  Jurors  of  the  Jury  aforesaid  being  solemnly  called, 
twelve  of  them,  that  is  to  say,  Samuel  Colson,  &c.  (here 
follow  the  names  of  the  other  Jurors,)  appeared,  who 
being  elected,  tried  and  sworn  upon  the  said  Jury, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  City,  to  declare 
the  truth  of  and  concerning  the  Premises,  and  to  try 
the  issue  joined  between  the  said  Parties  in  the  Plea 
aforesaid,  for  their  Verdict,  upon  their  Oath,  say  that, 
at  the  time  of  making  the  said  attachment  aforesaid, 
the  said  Thomas  Garland  Murray  owed  to  and  detained 
from  the  said  Robert  Hamilton,  the  Defendant  named 
in  the  Bill  original  and  attachment  aforesaid,  the  Sum 
of  570  /.  in  Monies  numbered,  as  the  proper  Monies  of 
the  said  Defendant  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
Plaintiff  by  his  Bill  original  and  attachment  aforesaid 
hath  supposed.  Therefore  it  is  considered  by  the  Court 
that  the  aforesaid  Plaintiff  have  Execution  of  the  said 
570  /.  in  Monies  numbered,  so  found  by  the  Jury  as 
aforesaid,  by  Pledges,  &c.  if  the  Defendant,  &c.  and 
Process  for  the  Remainder,  &c." 
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Mr.  Rose,  and.  Mr.  £a22anJ,  in  support  of  the  Ez-* 
ceptions. 

A  Judgment  recovered  in  the  Lord  Mayor^s  Court, 
is  entitled  to  the  same  priority  as  a  Judgment  recovered 
in  any   of  the  superior  Courts  (a).     The   only  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  nature  of  this  Judgment  is  such 
as  entitles  it  to  be  so  classed,  it  being  a  Judgment 
against  the  Garnishee  and  not  against  the  Defendant. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  Judgment  in  the  Mayor^s 
Court  against  the  Defendant,  would  entitle  the  Debt  to 
rank  as  a  Judgment  Debt.     Holt  brought  an  Action 
against  Hamilton.    Hamilton  being  in  contempt.  Holt 
issued  an  Attachment  against  Murray.    Murray  pleaded 
the  only  Plea  which  a  Garnishee  can  plead,  namely, 
nil  habet\  and  Judgment  was  had  against  him  upon 
proof  that  he  had  Money  of  the  Defendant's  in  his 
hands.    It  appears,  from  the  wording  of  this  Judgment, 
that  it  does  not  differ  from   Judgments  of  another 
description.    Upon  the  Cause  being  tried  and  Execution 
issued,  the  Goods  and  Person  of  the  Garnishee  may 
be  taken,  in  the  same  manner  as  under  an  Execution 
issued  by  any  of  the  superior  Courts.    Both  Executions, 
therefore,  stand  upon  the  same  grounds,  and  give  the 
same  advantages.    If  the  Defendant,  after  the  Money 
has  been  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Garnishee, 
chooses  to  pui^e  his  contempt,  within  a  year  and  a  day, 
by  scire facioi,  he  may  do  it ;  and  the  Money  will  then 
be  restored  to  the  Garnishee,  or,  if  Execution  is  not 
gone,  the  Attachment  is  dissolved.   That  was  not  done 
in  this  case.     The  Judgment  is  final ;  and  the  operation 
of  it  is  such  as  to  put  into  the  pocket  of  the  Plaintiff 


(fl)  Swinb.  7th  edit  827,  note. 
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the  Money  which  he  has  obtained  in  the  Court  below. 
In  Bulmer  v.  Marshall  (6),  (which  will  be  relied  on  for 
the  Defendants,)  it  was  found  that  there  were  no  assets 
within  the  City  of  London  upon  which  the  writ  could 
operate;  and,  therefore,  application  was  made  to  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  for  the  Plaintiff  to  have  Execu- 
tion in  Middlesex,  under  19  Geo.  3,  c.  70.  That  Statute 
enables  the  Court,  when  it  is  satisfied  that  there  are  not 
Goods  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  inferior  Court  to 
satisfy  the  Execution,  to  give  the  Plaintiff  a  larger 
range  to  get  the  benefit  of  his  Judgment;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  the  proceeding  by  Attachment, 
being  by  Custom,  came  within  the  statute.  The  Court 
thought  that  it  would  be  going  too  far  to  extend  the 
jurisdiction  in  the  case  before  them,  as  it  did  not  come 
within  the  words  of  the  Statute  ;  but  never  alluded  to 
the  Judgment  not  giving  the  Plaintiff  all  the  rights 
which  the  Judgment  of  a  superior  Court  would  have 
given  him.  Bulmer  v.  Marshall,  therefore,  is  no  deci- 
sion upon  the  present  question.  It  decides  only  that, 
as  the  Execution  was  obtained  under  a  Custom,  it  was 
not  one  which  the  Courts  of  Westminster  Hall  could 
assist.  There  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  a  Judgment 
Debt,  although  not  within  the  19  G.  3,  c.  70,  is  not 
entitled  to  the  same  priority  as  other  Judgment  Debts 
are.  If  it  had  been  found  that  the  Garnishee  had  Goods 
in  London,  they  might  have  been  taken  in  Execution. 
It  is  no  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  range 
^his  Debt,  before  the  Master,  in  the  higher  class  of 
Debts.  The  Judgments  of  all  Courts  of  Record  are 
entitled  to  the  same  rank  as  Judgments  of  the  superior 
Courts.     Searle  v.  Lane  (c). 
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Mr.   Pepys   and    Mr.  Pemberton,  for   the  Defend- 
ant : — 

Whatever  rule  mav  be  laid  down  in  the  Books  that 
have  been  cited,  it  does  not  apply  to  this  Case ;  as  this 
Debt  can  not  be  entitled  to  rank  as  a  Judgment  Debt 
in  the  administration  of  the  Assets  of  this  Testator.   He 
owed  these  Parties  no  Debt.     The  error  of  the  Master 
is  different  from  that  complained  of.     He  ought  not  to 
have  allowed   it  as  any  Debt  at  all.    The  proceedings 
in  the  Mayor's  Court  show  the  nature  of  the  demand. 
The  object  of  the  proceeding  against  Murray,  was  not 
to  enforce  Payment  of  the  Debt,  but  to  compel  the  De- 
fendant, by  impounding  his  Money,  to  submit  to  the 
Jurisdiction  of  the  Court.    The  Verdict  does  not  give 
a  Right  to  the  Money.     It  makes  no  Contract  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  Garnishee.     A  Year  and  a  Day 
are  given  to  the  Defendant  to  come  in  and  submit  to 
the  Jurisdiction ;  and,  if  the  Defendant  does  come  in 
within  that  time,  he  must  give  the  Garnishee  sureties 
to  return  the  Money.     In  no  respect,  therefore,  is  the 
Execution  issued  for  satisfaction  of  the  Debt.     Bulmer 
v.  Marshall  estabhshes  that  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
refused  the  aid  given  by  the  Act.     And  why  did  that 
Court  refuse  to  interfere  ?     Because  it  did  not  consider 
the  Judgment  to  be  a  judgment  of  an  inferior  court, 
but  merely  a  proceeding,  for  the  recovery  of  a  Debt, 
between   Holt  and    Hamilton,  not  between  Holt  and 
Murray.    If  it  had  been  a  Judgment  for  the  Recovery 
of  a  Debt,  it  would  have  fallen  within  the  words  of  the 
Act.     Wetter  v.  Rucker  (d)  establishes  that  the  Judg- 
ment does  not  constitute  a  demand  between  the  Plain- 
tiff and  the  Garnishee.   The  Garnishee  is  not  discharged 


(d)  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  491. 
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from  liability  to  his  Creditor,  unless  the  Money  is  paid 
over  under  the  Execution.  It  would  be  absurd,  there- 
fore, to  hold  that  the  Judgment  creates  a  Debt  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  Garnishee,  but  does  not  discharge 
the  liability  of  the  latter  to  the  Defendant.  Here  Holt 
has  got  nothing  but  Judgment.  He  has  not  proceeded 
to  Execution,  by  which  alone  the  Money  is  given,  and 
the  Garnishee  discharged.  No  proceeding  can  be  taken 
upon  this  Judgment  against  Property  out  of  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  Court ;  therefore  there  can  be  no  pro- 
ceeding against  the  general  Assets  of  the  Deceased. 
Consequently  this  demand  can  not  be  entitled  to  rank 
as  a  Judgment  Debt  against  those  Assets. 
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Mr.  Rose,  in  reply. 

In  Macdaniel  v.  Hughes  (e),  it  was  decided  that  the 
Garnishee,  against  whom  a  Recovery  was  had,  might 
avail  himself  of  the  proceedings  in  the  Mayor's  Court, 
in  an  Action  brought  against  him  to  recover  the  Debt. 
Long  before  the  Answer  was  put  in  in  this  Suit,  the 
proceedings  were  completed  in  the  Court  below,  and  the 
time,  allowed  to  Hamilton  to  come  in  and  submit  to 
the  Jurisdiction,  had  expired.  The  Courts  have  always 
paid  respect  to  the  Records  of  other  Courts,  however 
inferior  they  might  be,  and  recognized  the  priority  of 
the  Debt  recovered  in  them.  The  Jud^inent  here  is 
final.  The  Decision  in  Bulmer  v.  Marshall  was  not 
founded  upon  the  ground  that  the  Judgment  was  not 
final.  That  Case  decides,  that  the  19  Geo.  3.  c.  70, 
intended  to  give  assistance  to  Courts  of  limited  Juris- 
diction, but  ciot  in  Cases  of  foreign  attachment. 


(ff)  3  East,  367. 
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The  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

It  is  qaite  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of  the  Ad-> 
ministration  of  Estates,  to  consider  this  as  a  Judgment 
Debt.  As  at  present  advised,  I  think  that  this  Plaintiff 
does  not  stand  in  the  rank  of  a  Judgment  Creditor  :  but, 
as  it  is  a  question  at  Law,  I  shall  not  refuse  him  a  Case, 
if  he  chooses  to  take  one  ;  but  it  must  be  at  the  peril 
of  paying  Costs.  Wetter  v.  Rucker,  from  the  best  con- 
sideration I  have  been  able  to  gi^e  it,  appears  to  be  pre- 
cisely in  point. 

The  Plaintiff  declined  to  take  a  Case  for  the  opinion 
of  a  Court  of  Law,  and  the  exception  was  over-ruled. 


4th  July. 

Practice, 
Restoring  Bill. 


Bill  restored, 
though  the  order 
to  dismiss  was 
not  obtained  till 
after  a  consider- 
able interval 
since  the  last 
proceeding  in 
the  Cause,  and 
though  the 
Plaintiff  had  ac- 
quiesced in  the 
order;  the  Suit 
being  one  in 
which  the  main 
object  was  an- 
swered when  an 
Injunction  was 
obtained. 


BARFIELD  v.  NICHOLSON. 

IHE  nature  and  objects  of  this  Suit,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings in  it,  prior  to  those  after  mentioned,  will  be 
seen  on  referring  to  2  Sim.  ^  Stu,  1. 

Nicholson's  Answer  wa3  filed  on  3d  March  1824,  and 
Kelly's  further  Answer,  on  the  31st  January  1824.  On 
the  2gth  of  November  in  that  year,  Nicholson  filed  a  Bil^ 
against  Barfield  to  have  the  Assignment  of  his  Copy- 
right in  the  Architectural  Dictionary  delivered  up  to 
be  capcelledjT  as  having  been  fraudulently  obtained,  and 
for  relief  consequential  thereon.  No  proceedings  having 
been  taken  in  the  former  Suit  within  the  time  limited 
hy  the  ru}es  of  the  Pourt,  the  Defendants,  Nicholson 
and  Kellj/^  on  the  19th  of  May  1827,  obtained  Orders 
for  dismissing  the  Bill,  as  of  course.  Barfield  now 
moved  to  discharge  those  Orders. 


bASfeS  li?   CllANGfekY. 

Iti  support  of  the  Mdtibii,  two  Affidavits  wiere  filed 
by  liarjield,  and  Mir.  Wilks  his  Solicitor,  the  former 
stating  the  object  of  the  original  Suit,  the  proceedings 
therein,  and  the  prayer  of  Nichokon^H  Bill:  th&t  the 
latter  Suit  was  still  in  prosecution,  aiid  ^as  in  the  tiature 
of  a  Cross  Bill,  relating  to  the  matters  substantially  at 
issue  between  the  Parties  in  the  foriher  Suit :  that,  ih 
1825,  Mr.  C.  Barber,  the  Deponent's  former  Solicitor, 
died,  and,  lifter  his  death,  the  Papers  in  both  Causes 
were  handed  over  to  the  Deponent's  present  Solicitor ; 
but,  as  the  Deponent  understood  that  his  object  ih 
instituting  the  first  Suit  had  been  substantially  accom- 
plished by  the  granting  of  the  Injunction,  and  that  the 
real  question  at  issue  would  be  discussed  and  deter- 
mined by  the  proceedingi^  in  the  second  Suit,  and  being 
desirous  while  the  Injunction  continued  in  force,  to 
abstain  from  all  proceedings  against  the  Defehdauts 
that  could  be  avoided^  and  which  would  create  double 
expense,  he  instructed  his  present  Solicitor  to  take  no 
proceedings  for  the  immediate  ptx>secution  of  the  ori- 
ginal Suit :  that,  without  any  Motion  to  dissolve  the 
Injunction,  or  any  application  to  speed  the  Cause, 
orders  of  dismissal  had  been  obtained  in  the  original 
Suit :  that  the  dismissal  of  the  original  Snit  wt>uld  dis- 
solve the  Injunction,  and  prejudice  tfie  iibportant  In- 
terests of  the  Deponent,  and  therefore,  he  was  advised 
that  it  was  necessary  to  prosecute  the  original  Suit  for 
the  continuance  of  the  Injunction  and  the  other  pur- 
poses thereof:  that  his  Interest  Required  protection  in 
the  same  manner  as  when  the  Bill  was  filed  and  the 
Injunction  granted  :  and  that,  if  that  Bill  were  to  stand 
dismissed,  the  Deponent  must  renew  the  Suit,  which 
would  produce  additional  litigation  and  serious  expense 
to  all  Parties. 
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Mr.  Wilks's  Affidavit  stated  that,  when  the  Papers 
were  delivered  to  him,  he  questioned  Barfield  as  to  the 
proceedings  that  had  been  taken  and  were  required  to 
be  adopted,  on  his  behalf,  in  those  Suits :  that  Barfield 
thereupon  informed  the  Deponent  that  it  was  his  de- 
sire that  no  further  steps  should  be  taken  in  the  Suit 
wherein  he  was  Plaintiff,  while  an  Injunction  obtained 
therein  continued  in  force,  as  he  had  been  advised, 
by  his  deceased  Solicitor,  that  that  Injunction  had 
really  effected  all  the  objects  sought  to  be  obtained,  and 
that  the  question  at  issue  in  the  second  Suit  was  sub- 
stantially the  same  as  in  the  tirst  Suit,  and  that,  therefore, 
no  further  steps  should  be  taken  in  the  first  Suit. 


It  appeared,  by  the  Affidavits  made  in  opposition 
to  the  Motion,  that  the  Taxation  of  the  Costs,  under 
the  orders  of  dismissal,  had  been  proceeded  in  by  the 
Solicitors  of  both  Parties,  and  was  nearly  completed. 

Mr.  Heald,  Mr.  Sugden,  and  Mr.  Roots  appeared  in 
support  of  the  Motion,  and  relied  on  the  facts  stated 
in  the  Affidavits  on  their  side. 

Mr.  Wakefield  opposed  the  motion,  and  urged  the 
delay  that  had  taken  place  in  the  first  Suit,  and  the 
acquiescence  in  the  orders  of  dismissal,  by  Barfield's 
Solicitor  proceeding  with  the  Taxation  of  the  Costs : 
and,  to  show  that  the  existence  of  the  Injunction  did 
not  affect  the  regularity  of  the  orders,  he  cited  Day  v. 
Snee  (a),  and  Hannam  v.  The  South  London  Water-works 
Company  (6). 


(fl)  3  V.  &B.  170. 


(J))  2  ^^er.  Gi. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

In  cases  of  Invasion  of  Patent  or  Copyright,  where 
the  substantial  object  of  the  Suit  is  obtained  when  an 
Injunction  is  granted^the  Plaintiff's  Solicitor  acts  judi- 
ciously towards  his  Client,  and  mercifully  towards  the 
Defendant^  in  abstaining  from  prosecuting  the  Suit. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  for  that  reason,  and  considering 
all  the  circumstances  of  this  Case,  and  notwithstanding 
the  acquiescence  in  the  Orders,  this  Bill  ought  to  be 
restored. 

Motion  granted. 
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MITCHELL  V.  KNOTT. 

1H£  Plaintiffs  were  the  Assignees  of  John  Cullen 
Knott,  a  Bankrupt.  The  Defendant,  Knotty  was  the 
Father  of  the  Bankrupt :  and  the  other  Defendant  was 
the  then  late  Sheriff  of  Kent.  In  September  1822, 
J.  C.  Knott  gave  his  Father  a  Warrant  of  Attorney, 
to  secure  Monies  which  the  Father  had  advanced 
and  made  himself  liable  to,  on  the  Son's  account.  In 
September  1826,  Judgment  was  entered  up  upon  the 
Warrant  of  Attorney,  and  a  Fieri  Facias  issued,  under 
which  the  Sheriff  proceeded  to  sell  the  Son's  Goods 
and  Stock  in  Trade,  by  retail.  The  Son,  having  been 
arrested  by  two  of  his  other  Creditors,  rendered  himself, 
in  discharge  of  his  Bail,  in  January  1 827.  On  the  1 2th  of 
February,  the  Sheriff  began  to  sell  the  remainder  of  the 
Goods  and  Stock  in  Trade  by  Auction.  The  Sale  lasted 
eleven  days.  On  the  23d  of  that  month,  the  Commis- 
sion issued. 


17th  July. 


Demurrer. 
Equity. 

A  Bill  in 
Equity  does  not 
lie  by  the  As- 
signees of  a 
Bankrupt 
against  a  Judg- 
ment Creditor 
and  the  Sheriff, 
for  monies  le- 
vied under  an 
Execution  upon 
a  Judgment  by 
Nil  dicit. 
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The  Plaintiffs  alleged,  by  their  Bill,  that  the  Judg- 
ment having  been  obtained  by  Confession  or  Nil  dicit, 
MiTCHSLL      ^}jg  Father  was  not  entitled  to  have  the  benefit  of  his 

Execution  against  the  general  Creditors  of  the  Son, 
and  that  the  Plaintiffs,  as  his  Assignees,  were  entitled 
to  receive  the  Monies  in  the  hands  of  the  Sheriff,  arising 
by  the  Sale,  for  distribution  among  the  Creditors  under 
the  Commission ;  and  that  the  Father  was  entitled  only 
to  be  paid  rateably  with  the  other  Creditors  (a).  The 
Bill  prayed  for  a  declaration  to  the  effect  of  this  allega^r 
tion ;  for  an  account  (if  necessary)  of  the  Monies  re- 
ceived by  the  Sheriff,  and  of  what  was  due  to  the  Father 
at  the  Son's  Bankruptcy ;  and  for  Injunctions  to  re- 
strain the  Father  from  proceeding  in  the  Execution, 
and  the  Sheriff  from  paying  over  the  proceeds  of  the 
Sale  to  the  Father.  To  this  Bill,  the  Father  put  ia 
a  general  Demurrer. 

Mr.  Knightf  in  support  of  the  Demurrer,  was  begin- 
ing  to  open  the  Pleadings ;  when  the  Viee-Chancettor 
desired  to  hear  the  Counsel  in  Support  of  the  Bill. 


(a)  By  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  a.  108,  it  U  enacted,  "That  do 
creditor  having  security  for  his  debt,  or  having  made  any  at- 
tachment in  London,  or  any  other  place  by  virtue  of  any  custom 
there  used,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  bankrupt,  shall 
receive  upon  such  security  or  attachment  more  than  a  rateable 
part  of  such  debt,  except  in  respect  of  any  execution  m*  extent 
served  and  levied  by  seizure  upon,  or  any  mortgage  of  or  lien 
upon,  any  part  of  the  property  of  such  bankrupt  before  the 
bankruptcy  :  provided  that  no  creditor,  though  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  who  shall  sue  out  execution  upon  any  judgment 
obtained  by  default,  confession,  or  nil  dicitj  shall  avail  himself 
of  such  execution  to  the  prejudice  of  other  fair  creditors,  but 
shall  be  paid  rateably  with  such  creditors." 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 

Mr.jtame  and  Mr.  Whitmarsh,  for  the  PlaintiflTs  : — 

A  Suit  in  Equity  is  the  proper  mode  of  obtaining  the 
relief  sought  for.  The  Bill  proceeds  upon  the  ground 
of  preventing  multiplicity  of  Suits.  The  case  of  Taylor 
v.  Taylor  (fi),  shows  that  the  Judges  were  of  opinion 
that^  in  a  case  like  the  present,  there  was  no  remedy  at 
Law.  Besides,  Knott,  the  Father,  laid  by,  and  took  no 
step  to  enforce  his  Security  for  four  years.  The  Ac- 
counts prayed  against  the  Sheriff,  and  Knott,  the  Father, 
are  necessary,  but  could  not  be  taken  at  Law.  If  we 
had  brought  Trover  against  the  Sheriff,  we  could  not 
have  got  the  Money  ;  because  the  Act  does  not  declare 
the  Execution  void. 
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The  Vicb-Chancellob  : — 

The  late  Bankrupt  Act  was  intended  to  facilitate  the 
administration  of  Bankrupts'  Estates,  not  to  vary  the 
rights  of  the  Creditors  and  Assignees  under  particular 
circumstances.  When  the  Act  declares  that  the  Fund 
shall  be  distributable,  it  means  that  the  Assignees  shall 
recover  and  distribute  it.  The  case  of  Taylor  v.  Taylor 
decides  the  very  reverse  of  what  it  is  cited  for,  namely, 
that  the  Assignees  have  a  remedy,  either  by  Petition  or 
Action,  to  possess  themselves  of  the  Property  to  be 
distributed.  Whenever  an  Act  gives  a  Right,  it  means 
to  give  a  legal  remedy,  and  not  to  put  the  Party  to  the 
extraordinary  remedy  of  a  Court  of  Equity. 

(4)  5  B  &  C.  392. 
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isJh  July.  HICHENS  V.  CONGREVE. 

Practice.  ThE  Bill  was  filed  by  some  of  the  Shareholdera  in 

Amendment.  a  Mining  Company,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  othersy 

A  Bill  may  complaining  of  a  fraudulent  misapplication,  by  the  Di- 

be  amended  by  rectors,  of  part  of  the  Funds  of  the  Company,  and  seek- 

adding  Plain-      j^^     ^^  j^^^^  ^^  amount  refunded.     After  two  of  the 

tins  notwitb* 

standing  the  De-  Defendants  had  put  in  their  answers,  the  Bill  was 

fendauts  have      amended  by  adding  Plaintiffs, 
answered  iL 

Mr.  Heald,  Mr.  Twiss  and  Mr.  Loftm  Lowndes  now 
moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  who  had  answered 
the  Bill,  that  the  amended  Bill  might  be  taken  off  the 
file,  or  the  amendments  be  struck  out.  They  said  that 
Defendants  might  be  prejudiced  by  the  adding  of 
Plaintiffs  after  they  had  answered  the  Bill ;  inasmuch 
as  they  might  have  been  able  to  defeat  the  original 
Plaintiffs,  and  under  that  impression,  might  have  made 
admissions  which  they  would  not  have  made  if  the 
additional  parties  had  been  Plaintiffs  originally,  or 
might  have  qualified  those  admissions :  that  A.  and  B. 
might  not  be  entitled  to  the  relief  sought,  but  A.  B.  and 
C.  might :  that,  in  this  case,  the  new  parties  did  not 
stand  in  the  same  situation  as  the  old  ones  did,  for  the 
former  were  original  Shareholders,  whereas  the  latter 
were  merely  Purchasers  from  original  Shareholders,  and 
the  Defendants  might,  therefore,  be  entrapped  into  not 
shaping  their  Defence  so  as  to  meet  the  Case  set  up  by 
the  new  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Home,  Mr.  Sugden,  and  Mr.  Pembertoti,  appeared 
against  the  Motion. 
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The  Vice-chancellor  : — 

It  has  been  urged,  in  support  of  the  Motion,  that,  if 
these  amendments  are  allowed  to  remain,  injustice  may 
be  done  to  the  Defendants,  because  they  may  have 
admitted  facts  which  they  would  have  accompanied 
with  explanation  if  the  Record  had  stood  originally  as 
it  now  does.  But  no  injury  can,  from  that  state  of 
circumstances,  fall  upon  the  Defendants;  for,  after 
a  Bill  is  amended,  a  Defendant  has  an  opportunity  of 
adding  the  explanatory  circumstances  in  his  answer  to 
the  Amendments. 

Motion  refused,  with  Costs. 


18127. 
HicnxNS 

V, 

C0N0REV& 


CADDICK  V.  MASSON. 

IHERE  were  two  Plaintiffs  in  this  Cause.  Afler 
replication,  one  of  them  became  Bankrupt.  No  pro- 
ceedings having  been  had  in  the  Cause  for  three  Terms, 
the  Defendant  obtained  the  usual  order  to  dismiss  the 
Bill  for  want  of  prosecution.  Mr.  Piggotty  for  the 
Bankrupt  Plaintiff,  now  moved  to  discharge  that  Order 
for  irregularity.  He  said  that,  when  a  Plaintiff  becomes 
Bankrupt,  the  suit  can  not  be  dismissed  upon  the  usual 
motion  ;  but  that  a  special  application  must  be  made 
that  the  Assignees  may  file  a  Supplemental  Bill  within 
a  certain  time,  or  that  the  Bill  may  be  dismissed  :  and 
he  cited  Randall  v.  Mumford{a),  Porter  v.  Cox{b\ 
Adamson  v.  HaU(c),  and  Sharp  v.  Hulktt  (d). 


1 8th  July. 

Practice^ 
Dismissai. 


Where  there 
are  two  Plain- 
tiffit,  and  one  of 
them  only  be- 
comes Bankrupt, 
the  Bill  may  be 
dismissed  upon 
the  usual  Mo- 
tion. 


(a)    iSVes.  424. 
(6)  5  Madd.  80. 


(c)  Turn.  258. 

(d)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  49^ 
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Caddick 

V. 
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Mr.  Jacob  J  for  the  Defendant,  said  that  the  bankruptcy 
of  a  Plaintiff  was  not  an  abatement  of  the  suit,  but  only 
made  it  defective  as  to  parties :  that  a  defect  of  that 
nature  did  not  prevent  the  suit  being  dismissed :  that 
here  there  were  two  Plaintiffs,  one  of  whom  was  solvent, 
and  that  he  might  make  the  suit  complete  if  he  pleased. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  rule  laid  down  in  the  cases  referred  to,  is  con- 
fined  to  the  case  of  a  sole  Plaintiff,  who,  becoming 
bankrupt,  is  supposed  to  be  negligent  of  what  is  sought 
by  the  Bill ;  and  the  Court,  to  prevent  surprise  and  sa^e 
expense,  requires  notice  to  be  given  to  the  Assignees. 
There  is  no  instance  where  the  Court  has  taken  upon 
itself  to  interpose  the  Rule,  where  there  are.  two  Plain- 
tiffs one  of  whom  is  solvent  and  the  other  insolvent ; 
for  it  is  as  competent  to  the  solvent  Plaintiff,  as  it  is  to 
the  Assignees,  to  rectify  the  suit 

Motion  refused  without  Costs. 


On  the  19th  of  July,  a  motion  similar  to  that  in  the 
last  Case,  was  made  by  Mr.  Wakefield  in  Latham  v. 
Kenrick,  and  opposed  by  Mr.  Matthews :  and  was  also 
xefused  by  the  Vice-Chancellor. 
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1827. 
LORD  V.  LORD.  19th  July, 

1  HE  decree  directed  the  Real  Estates  of  a  Testatrix        Practice. 
to  be  sold  for  payment  of  Legacies  given  to  the  Plaintiffs.     ^  ^    ^^'^     ^* 
Two  of  the  lots  were  purchased  by  Sir  Thomas  Turton  Vendor  and  Pur- 
for  Aime  Buckner,  but  without  her  privity.     She,  how-         chaser, 
ever,  had  consulted  him  upon  the  management  of  her      ^,  purchased 
Property,  and  had  frequently  expressed  a  desire  to  pur-  for  JB.,  but  with- 
chase  those  parts  of  the  Testatrix's  Estate  which  were  ^^e^^J^'j^jj 
contiguous  to  her  own  Property,  if  they  should  ever  under  a  Decree. 

be   sold.     He  afterwards  went  to  her  house  for  the  ^;  ^'^^  without 

adopting  the 
purpose  of  informing  her  of  the  purchase,  but  found  Purchase.    The 

her  in  such  a  state  of  mind  as   to  be  incapable  of  Order  nisi  was 

understanding  matters  of  business ;  and  consequently  ^^^^    -phe 

did  not   make    any  communication  to   her  upon  the  Court  refused  to 

Bubiect.    Mrs.  Buckner  continued  in  the  same  state  ®"^^  •^•'®  ^^®' 

1  t_  tutors  to  pay  the 

until  her  death,  which  took  place  on  the  24th  of  Septem-  Purchase  mo-  * 

ber  1826.      On  the  6th  of  December  following,  the  ney ;  and,  on  the 
Master  reported  Mrs.  Buckner  to  be  the  purchaser  of  ^^^^  Purchase^ 
the  two  lots  ;  and,  on  the  8th  of  that  month,  the  report  discharged  the 

was,  on  a  motion  made  by  Ekonora  Lord,  one  of  the  Order  iiwt,  and 

directed  a  He- 
Defendants,  confirmed  tnsi.    On  the  15th  of  January  ^ale. 

1827  Eleonora  Lorcf  moved,  before  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C.  

to  confirm  the  report  absolutely ;  but  his  Honor,  having  ^^  ^^  ^  p^^^ 

been  told  that  Mrs.  Buckner  was  dead,  refused  the  chaser  under  a 

motion.     A  motion  was  now  made,  by  the  same  partv.  ^^^f^  refuse  to 

.,        ,        1^1.  ,  T^  o,*       .»     ,   "^    paythePur- 

either  that  the  Co-heirs  and  Executors  of  Mrs.  Buckner  chase-monev, 

or  some  or  one  of  them,  or  Sir  Thotnas  Turton,  might  be  they  cannot  be 
considered  as  the  purchasers  of  the  lots,  and  be  ordered  jf^^ess  a^uif 
to  pay  the  Purchase-money  for  the  same,  and  that  the  be  instituted 
Order  nisi  might  be  discharged,  or  that  those  lots  might  ^y  ^®  ^^^* 
be  resold. 
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Mr.  Shadwell,  and  Mr.  Stuart  appeared  in  sopport  of 
the  motion.     And  Mr.  Sidebottom,  for  Henry  Lord,  one 
^^^^-  of  the  Defendants. 


Lord 


Mr.  Whitmarsh,  for  the  PlaintiflFs,  said  that  it  ap- 
pearedy  by  the  Affidavits^  that  Sir  Thomas  Turton  had  no 
instructions  to  make  the  purchase,  and  that  Mrs.  Buck- 
ner  never  adopted  it ;  and  that,  therefore,  he  purchased 
on  his  own  responsibility. 

Mr.  Treslove,  for  Mrs.  Buckner's  Co-heirs,  contended 
that  all  the  proceedings,  down  to  the  Order  nisi,  were 
regular :  that  Eleonora  Lord  ought  to  have  proceeded 
to  confirm  the  report  absolutely,  by  a  motion  of  course, 
and  had  no  right  to  discharge  the  Order  nisi :  that  the 
Co-heirs  were  entitled  to  the  lots,  and  that  tbe  Exe- 
cutors, on  being  served  with  notice,  were  bound  to  pay 
the  Purchase*money. 

The  Vice-chancellor:  Suppose  the  Executors  were 
not  to  admit  assets  ? 

Mr.  Treslove :  The  Court  would,  nevertheless,  order 
the  reportvto  be  confirmed. 

The  Vice-Chancellor :  I  do  not  think  that  I  should 
make  such  an  Order, 

Mr.  Treslove :  This  contract  can  not  be  the  subject  of 
a  Bill,  as  it  was  entered  into  with  the  Court.  Sales 
before  a  Master  are  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds; 
because  the  contract  is  made  with  the  Court,  and  not 
with  an  individual. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

The  Court  can  not  act  upon  a  person  who  is  not  a  party 
on  the  Record,  unless  he  has  come  in  and  done  some  act 
which  subjects  him  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

The  Co-heirs  are  entitled  to  purchase  these  lots  if 
they  choose,  and  have  an  Equity  to  compel  the  Exe- 
cutors to  reimburse  them,  if  they  have  assets.  But  if 
the  Co-heirs  do  not  choose  to  complete  the  purchase, 
let  the  Order  nm  be  discharged,  and  the  Master  proceed 
to  a  resale ;  and  reserve  the  consideration  as  to  any  de- 
ficiency that  may  arise  on  the  resale,  and  by  whom  the 
Costs  of  it  are  to  be  repaid. 

Mr.  Treslove  having  declined  the  purchase  on  behalf 
of  the  Co-heirs,  the  Order  for  a  resale  was  made  in  the 
terms  before  mentioned. 
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V 

Lord 

r. 
Lord. 


JACKSON  V.  PARISH. 

1  HE  Bill  was  filed,  in  February  1826,  by  Man/,  the 
Widovf  o{  James  Jackson,  to  have  dower  assigned  to 
her  out  of  certain  Messuages,  which  had  been  conveyed 
to  the  Defendant  by  Edward  Rider,  who  derived  title 
thereto  through  Conveyances  made  by  James  Jackson. 
The  Defendant,  in  his  Answer,  which  was  filed  in  May 
1826,  admitted  that  he  intended  to  dispute  the  Plain- 
tiff's Title  to  Dower ;  and  that  the  Title  Deeds  of  the 
Estate  were  in  his  possession ;  and  he  set  forth  a  List 
of  them  in  a  Schedule  ;  but  the  Schedule  did  not  con- 
tain any  notice  of  the  Fine  after  mentioned.  After  the 
Answer  had  been  replied  to,  and  Witnesses  examined 
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19th  July  aud 

12th  Aug. 
^ ^ ' 

Practice. 

Supplemental 

Answer. 


Leave  given, 
after  replication, 
to  file  a  Supple- 
mental Answer 
to  a  Bill  for 
Dower,  in  order 
to  state  a  Fine 
and  Non-claim 
which  had  been 
omitted,  through 
Ignorance,  in  the 
original  Answer. 


V, 

Parish. 
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for  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendant  moved  for  liberty  ia 
file  a  Supplemental  Answer,  for  the  purpose  of  stating 
Jackson  ^^^  putting  in  issue,  a  Fine  with  Proclamations  levied, 
by  Edward  Rider  and  Ann  his  Wife,  to  the  Defendant, 
in  Michaelmas  Term,  6oth  Geo,  3,  of  the  Messuages  in 
question,  and  of  insisting  upon  the  benefit  of  the  Fine 
and  the  Nou*claim  thereon  ;  and  that,  if  necessary,  the 
Replication  might  be  withdrawn,  or  taken  as  a  Repli- 
cation also  to  the  Supplemental  Answer ;  the  Defend- 
ant submitting,  in  either  case,  that  it  should  be  without 
prejudice  to  the  Depositions  already  filed  on  behalf  of 
the  Plaintiff,  or  to  her  filing  further  Depositions,  if  she 
should  be  so  advised. 

The  Defendant,  in  an  Affidavit  in  support  of  the 
Motion,  deposed  that  he  had  in  the  second  Schedule 
to  his  Answer  set  forth  a  full  and  true  List  of  all  the 
Title  Deeds,  Muniments,  Papers  and  Writings,  relative 
to  the  Messuages,  Tenements  and  Premises,  which 
then  or  ever  were  in  his  possession,  custody  or  power, 
and  which  were  delivered  to  him  upon  the  occasion  of 
his  purchase  of  the  said  Premises,  and  that  the  same 
did  not  contain  any  Chirograph,  or  Indentures  of  Fine 
levied  by  Edv)ard  Rider  and  Ann  his  Wife,  of  whom 
he  purchased  the  Premises,  nor  had  he  any  such  deli- 
vered to  him  at  the  time  of  his  Purchase,  nor  veas  he 
aware  of  the  same,  or  that  any  such  ought  to  have  been 
delivered  to  him,  or  of  the  nature  or  effect  thereof  upon 
the  iPlaintiff's  Claim. 

The  Defendant's  Solicitor  also  made  an  Affidavit,  in 
which  he  deposed  that  he  was  not  professionally  em- 
ployed by  the  Defendant  upon  the  occasion  of  his  pur- 
chase of  the  Messuages  or  Dwelling-houses  in  question 
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m  the  Cause^  and  had  no  knowledge  of  the  Defendant's 
Title    thereto  until  he  was  instructed  to  prepare  the 
Answer  of  the  Defendant :  and  that^  upon  that  occa- 
sion^ he  applied  to  the  Defendant  for  the  Title  Deeds 
in  his  possession  relating  thereto,  and  received  from 
him  an  Abstract  of  the  Title,  together  with  the  two 
Bonds  set  forth  in  the  second  Schedule  to  the  Defend- 
ant's Answer ;  but  that  the  several  other  Deeds,  Papers 
and  Writings  mentioned  in  the  said  Schedule,  were  not 
delivered  to  him,  nor  seen  by  him,  until  after  the  Answer 
was  prepared,  when  the  Dates  of  the  Deeds,  and  the 
Names  of  the  Parties  thereto,  were  added  to  the  Sche- 
dule :    That  the  Answer  of  the  Defendant  was  prepared 
from  the  said  Abstract,  in  which  no  notice  was  taken 
of  the  Fine  in  question ;  and  that  he  had  not,  at  the  time 
of  filing  the  Answer,  any  knowledge  or  belief  that  such 
a  Fine  had  been  levied ;  and  that  he  was  wholly  igno- 
mnt  of  the  fact  of  such  Fine  having  been  levied,  until 
on  or  about  the  21st  of  April  1827,  ^hen  he  acciden- 
ally  discovered  the  same ;  that,  in  consequence  of  his 
ignorance  of  the  said  Fine  having  been  levied,  the  same 
and  the  benefit  thereof  was  omitted  to  be  insisted  upon 
in  the  Answer  of  the  Defendant,  or  to  be  pleaded  in 
bar  to  the  Claim  of  the  Plaintifi*. 


Jackson 
Parish. 


Mr.  Pepys  and  Mr.  Knight  appeared  in  support  of 
the  Motion  :•— 
They  cited  Patterson  v.  Slaughter  (a),  and  Barrington 
y.  O'Brien (]b). 

Mr.  Shadwell  and  Mr.  Swanston  opposed  the  motion. 

If  a  Party  applies  for  leave  to  put  in  a  Supplemental 

Answer,  he  must  show,  not  only  that  the  Facts  came 


(a)  Amb.  292. 


(h)  2  Ball  &  BeatU  140. 


5o8 
1827. 

Jacksoh 
Parish. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

to  his  knowledge  after  the  first  Answer  was  filed,  biil 
that  he  could  not,  by  any  diligence,  have  discovoed 
them;  or,  the  Allegation  which  he  wishes  to  add,  mxui 
be  against  his  Interest.  The  efiect  of  allowing  the  ad- 
ditional fact  to  be  stated  in  this  Case,  would  comidetdy 
alter  the  Plaintiff's  Ri^ts:  for,  as  the  Record  now  stands, 
she  is  clearly  entitled  to  relief.  After  publication  has 
passed,  a  Plaintiff  cannot  file  a  Bill  of  Review,  neither  can 
he  file  a  Supplemental  Answer.  Curting  v.  Marquis  Towm- 
hend{c) ;  Uvesey  v.  Wilson  (d) ;  Edwards  v.  M'Leay  (e) ; 
Const  V.  Barr  (f) ;  Bingham  v.  Dawson  (g) ;  and  Lord 
Bacon' A  rule  as  stated  in  Patterson  y.  Slaughter  {h). 


Mr.  PepySy  in  reply : — 

There  is  no  similarity  between  giving  leave  to  file 
a  Bill  of  Review,  and  to  file  a  Supplemental  Answer. 
A  Supplemental  Answer  is  merely  to  put  a  new  fact  in 
issue  :  the  object  of  filing  a  Bill  of  Review  is  to  mend 
a  Case  by  new  Evidence,  and,  for  that  reason,  such 
a  Bill  can  not  be  filed  after  publication.  Patterson  v. 
Slaughter  most  nearly  resembles  this  Case ;  and  there 
Lord  Hardwicke  granted  the  Permission.  Here  there 
is  no  danger  of  perjury.  In  Const  v.  Barr  the  De- 
fendant had  admitted  the  Plaintiff's  Title.  In  Uvesey 
V.  Wilson,  the  Party,  having  admitted  a  Fact,  desired  to 
qualify  it.  These  Cases  are  wholly  beside  the  present 
Question.  We  are  desirous  only  to  put  in  issue  a  new 
Fact,  which,  if  proved,  will  be  a  legal  bar  to  the  Plain- 
tiff's Claim ;  and,  if  leave  be  refused  us,  the  Plaintiff 
will  get  our  property. 


(c)  igVes.  628. 
(J)  1  V.  &B.  149. 
(0  2  V.  &  B.  256. 


(/)  2  Mer.  57. 
{g)  Jacob's  Rep.  243. 
(//)  Amb.  292. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

The  Question  is^  whether  a  Defendant  who  has 
omitted,  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  of  his  Solicitor, 
to  put  a  good  Defence  upon  the  Record,  is  to  be  allowed 
the  benefit  of  it,  by  filing  a  Supplemental  Answer. 
I  will  look  into  the  Cases  that  have  been  cited  before 
I  finally  dispose  of  this  Motion.  But  I  am  quite  sure 
that,  before  publication  had  passed,  it  would  have  been 
competent  to  the  Defendant  to  file  a  Bill,  stating  that 
he  was  a  Purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  and 
that  a  Fine  had  been  levied  to  him  more  than  five  years 
ago ;  and,  that  upon  a  Bill  for  Dower  having'been  filed 
against  him,  under  an  elder  Title,  he  laid  all  bis  Papers 
before  his  Solicitor  to  make  a  Defence,  and  that  the 
SoUcitor  omitted  to  set  up  the  Fine  and  Non-claim,  and 
to  pray  that  he  might  be  at  liberty  to  put  the  Fine 
and  Non-claim  in  issue. 
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Jackson 
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The  Vice-Chanckllor: — In  this  Case,  I  think  the  12th  August. 
Defendant  must  have  liberty  to  put  in  a  Supplemental 
Answer,  but  the  Replication  must  stand  as  a  Replica- 
tion to  the  Supplemental  Answer,  and  without  prejudice 
to  the  Depositions  taken :  and  the  Plaintiff*  is  to  be 
at  liberty  to  go  into  any  proofs  to  controvert  the  Facts 
of  Non-claim,  without  amending  the  Bill  to  put  those 
Facts  in  issue.  The  Defendant  must  also  pay  the 
Costs  of  this  Application,  and  caused  by  and  incident 
to  the  putting  in  such  Supplemental  Answer. 


5^0 
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1827. 

l^tb  July. 

Practice. 
Injunction* 


Motion  to  ex- 
tend the  com- 
mon Injunction, 
granted,  where 
the  Answer, 
which  was  liled 
on  the  same 
morning,  was 
insufficient,  and 
the  Trial  was 
coming  on  the 
next  day  but 
one. 


MUNNINGS  V.  ADAMSON. 

JMOTION  to  extend  the  Common  Injunction  to  stay 
a  Trial  that  was  coming  on,  on  the  next  day  but  one. 
The  Answer  was  filed  on  the  morning  of  the  day  on 
which  the  Motion  was  made. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  said  that,  as  the  Motion  was 
made  too  late,  he  would  not  grant  it,  unless  the  Answer 
was  insufficient. 

His  Honor,  having  read  the  Answer,  said  that  it 
was  insufficient,  and  made  the  Order. 

Mr.   Home  and  Mr.  Lynch  moved  ;    Mr.  Teed 
opposed,  and  cited  WMtehouse  v.  Hickman  (a). 

(a)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  102. 


soth  July. 


Practice. 
Residue. 

If  an  Executor 
admits  that  all 
the  Testator's 
Debts,  &c.  have 
been  paid,  the 
Court  will,  on 
Motion,  order 
the  income  of 
a  Balance,  paid 
in  by  the  flxe- 
cutor,  to  be  paid 


DANDO  V.  DANDO. 

1  H  E  Suit  was  instituted  to  carry  into  effect  the  Will 
of  a  Testator,  who  died  in  1817,  having  bequeathed 
his  Personal  Estate  to  Trustees,  in  Trust,  to  convert  it 
into  Money,  to  lay  out  the  proceeds  on  Government 
or  Real  Securities,  and  to  pay  the  Income  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, his  Widow,  for  Life.  The  Executor  admitted,  in 
his  Answer,  that  all  the  Testator's  Debts  and  Funeral 
Expenses  had  been  paid ;  and  a  Balance,  which  he  had 
paid  in,  under  an  Order  of  the  Court,  had  been  laid  out. 

to  the  Person  entitled  to  the  Residue. 
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Mr.  Koe,  for  the  Plaintiff,  now  moved  that  the  Divi- 
dends then  accrued  due,  and  thereafter  to  accrue  due, 
on  the  Stock  purchased  with  the  Balance,  might  be 
paid  to  her. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: — 
If  an  Executor  admits  Assets,  he  does  it  at  his  peril ; 
and,  therefore,  I  shall  make  the  Order  as  prayed. 


Dando 

V. 

Dando. 


HANDLEy  V.  BILLINGE. 

U  PON  an  Inquiry  directed  by  the  Decree,  a  Witness 
had  been  Examined  before  the  Examiner. 


soth  July. 

^^ V ' 

Practice. 
Depositions^ 


-^  ^  -       Practice  as  to 

Mr.  Barber,  for  some  of  the  Defendants,  now  moved   publishing  De- 

that  the  Depositions  of  this  Witness  might  be  forthwith  positions  of 

published.      He    produced   a  Certificate,   signed   by  mined^aSer**' 

Mr.  BaineSy  Mr.  Jacksoriy  and  Mr.  Alills,  three  of  the  Decree. 
Clerks  in  Court,  to  the  following  effect : 

*'  We  humbly  certify  that,  in  the  case  of  the  Ex- 
amination of  Witnesses  after  a  Decree,  such  Witnesses 
having  been  examined  either  by  Commission,  or  before 
the  Examiner,  the  publication  of  the  Depositions  is 
passed  by  Order  of  the  Court,  unless  the  pubUcation 
be  passed  by  the  respective  Clerks  in  Court  signing 
a  consent  to  pass  publication,  in  the  Six  Clerks  Rule- 
book.  But,  in  the  Examination  of  the  Witness  by  the 
Master  personally,  a  circumstance  rarely  occurring,  the 
Publication  is  by  Warrant  granted  by  the  Master'* 

The  Vice-Chancellor  ordered  the  Depositions  to  be 
published  accordingly. 
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20th  July. 

V 

Practice. 
Account. 


Where  the 
usual  Decree 
for  Accounts 
against  a  Per- 
sonal Represen- 
tative has  been 
taken  upon 
Motion,  the 
Matter  ought 
to  require  the 
Vottchers  to  be 
produced,  al- 
though the  An- 
swer is  not 
replied  to. 


DAVENPORT  v.  DAVENPORT. 

1  HIS  was  a  Bill,  against  an  Administratrix^  for  the 
usual  Accounts.  The  usual  Decree  bad  been  made,  by 
consent,  upon  Motion.  The  Answer  not  being  replied 
to,  the  Master  held  that  it  must  be  taken  to  be  true  as 
to  the  Accounts,  and  refused  to  require  the  Vouchers 
to  be  produced. 

Mr.  Bellasis,  for  the  Plaintiff,  now  mored  for  liberty 
to  file  a  Replication,  nunc  pro  ttmc,  or  that  the  Master 
might  be  ordered  to  proceed  as  if  a  Replication  had 
been  filed  in  due  time ;  and  cited  Mosely,  296. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  refused  the  Motion,  but  said 
that  the  Master  would  miscarry  if  he  did  not  require 
the  Vouchers  to  be  produced. 


2l8t  July  and 
29th  Oct. 


WOOLMORE  V.  BURROWS, 


Executory  Trust,    1  H  E  Will  of  Robert  Burrows,  Esq.  deceased,  dated 


JViU. 
Construction. 


A    Trust, 
created  by  Will, 
to  purchase 
Land,  to  be 


13th  August  1817,  after  giving  several  pecuniary  Lega- 
cies, concluded  as  follows  :  *'  The  residue  of  my  Fortune 
to  be  laid  out  in  Land  as  contiguous  as  practicable  to 
Stradone,  in  the  County  of  Cavan,  Ireland,  to  be  added, 
and  closely  entailed  to  the  Family  Estate  now  in  the 


added    and 

closely  entailed  to  Testator's  Family  Estate  in  the  possession  of  T.  B^ 
Testator  declaring  that  his  object  was  to  have  a  head  to  the  Family, 
and  that  if  T.  B.  should  die  without  Male  Issue,  or  dispose  of  the  Family 
Estate,  the  Residue  of  his  fortune  should  go  to  A.  B.,  or  his  nearest 
lelative  in  the  male  line ;  how  to  be  executed. 
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{losseesion  of  my  Relatiye  Thomas  Burrows ;  until  such 
purchase  is  made^  to  allow  Thomas  Burrowsj  or  his 
lawful  Heir^  two  and  a  half  per  Cent,  on  the  amount  of 
the  said  Residue.  I  appoint  Thomas  Burrows,  of 
Stradone,  Arnold  Burrows,  Son  of  Colonel  Thomas  Bur- 
rows,  and  my  good  and  worthy  Friend^  John  Woolmore, 
my  Executors;  and  I  leave  to  each  of  them  500/." 


WoOLMOR£ 
V. 

BuRaows* 


The  Testator  made  a  Codicil,  dated  13th  August  1818^ 
in  the  following  words :  *'  My  object  in  wishing  to 
improve  the  Stradone  Estate,  is  to  have  a  Head  to  the 
Family^  who  I  hope  will  be  kind  and  attentive  to  the 
different  Branches.  Should  Thomas  Burrows  die  with- 
out leaving  Male  Issue,  or  dispose  of  Stradone  out  of 
the  Family  line,  it  is  my  desire  that  the  residue  of  my 
Fortune  should  go  to  Arnold  Burrows,  Son  of  Colonel 
Thomas  Burrows,  of  Hill-street,  or  to  his  nearest  Relative 
in  the  Male  Line." 

The  Testator  died  in  February  i8ig. 


A  Bill  having  been  filed,  by  John  Woolmore,  against 
Thomas  Burrows,  and  Robert  and  Honora  Burrows,  two 
of  his  Children,  the  former  of  whom  was  bom  in  the 
Testator's  lifetime,  and  against  Arnold  Robinson  Bur- 
rows and  Jane  Freeman,  widow,  and  Eleanor  Butrows, 
the  Testator's  Sisters  and  only  next  of  kin,  to  have  the 
Trusts  of  the  Will  carried  into  execution,  and  the 
Rights  and  Interests  of  the  Parties  in  the  Personal 
Estate  ascertained  and  declared,  it  was  ordered,  by  the 
Decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  Cause,  that  the 
Master  should  inquire  what  Estate  at  Stradone  vtras 
meant,  by  the  Testator,  by  the  description  of  the  Stra- 
done Estate  in  the  County  of  Cavan,  Ireland,  and 
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whether  such  Estate  was  subject  to  auy  and  what  Intail, 
and  when  and  by  whom  created,  and  to  what  Estates^ 
and  upon  what  Trusts  the  same  Estate  was  limited, 
and  who  was  or  were  entitled  thereto,  and  to  what 
Estate  or  Estates  :  and  that  the  Master  should  inquire 
whetlier  the  Estate,  stated  in  the  Answer  of  the  De- 
fendant, Thomas  Burrows,  to  have  been  agreed  to  be 
purchased  by  him,  was  a  proper  Estate  in  which  to 
invest  part  of  the  residue  of  the  Testator's  Estate  ac- 
cording to  the  intention  of  the  Testator,  as  expressed 
in  his  Will :  and  it  was  also  ordered  that  the  Master 
should  inquire  who  was  the  Person  intended,  by  the 
Testator,  by  the  description  of  Arnold  Burrows,  Son  of 
Colonel  Thomas  Burrows,  of  Hill-street. 


The  Master  reported  that,  by  Indentures  of  Lease 
and  Release,  dated  the  2d  and  3d  of  October  1807, 
being  the  Settlement  on  the  marriage  of  the  Defendant, 
Thomas  Burrows,  with  Susan  Seward,  Robert  Burrows 
(who  was  the  Father  of  the  Defendant,  Thomas  Bur- 
rows, but  who  died  in  the  Testator's  lifetime)  and  the 
Defendant,  Thomas  Burrows,  conveyed  certain  Lands, 
&c.  which  the  Master  afterwards  reported  that  the 
Testator  meant  by  the  description  of  his  Stradone 
Estate,  to  the  use  of  Robert  Burrows,  in  Fee,  until  the 
marriage,  and,  after  the  marriage  (subject  to  two  Trust 
Terms  of  300  years  and  350  years,  and  to  three  Rent- 
charges  of  500  /.,  one  for  the  beneGt  of  Thomas  Burrows 
during  the  Lives  of  Robert  and  Thomas  Burrows,  and 
the  two  others  for  the  Jointures  of  Susan  Seward  and 
Sophia,  the  Wife  of  Robert  Burrows)  to  the  use  of 
Robert  Burrows,  and  his  Assigns,  for  life,  without 
impeachment  of  Waste,  with  Remainder  to  Trustees  to 
preserve  Contingent  Remainders,  with  Remainder  to  the 
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use  of  Thomas  Burrows  and  his  Assigns^  for  life,  without  1S27. 

impeachment  of  Waste,  with  Remainder  to  the  same 
Trustees  to  preserve  Contingent  Remainders,  with  Re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  the  first  Son  of  Thomas  Burrows, 
in  Tail  Male,  with  Remainders  to  the  second,  third, 
fourth,  and  every  other  Son  of  Thomas  Burrows,  succes- 
sively, in  Tail  Male,  with  Remainder  to  the  Daughters 
of  the  marriage,  as  Tenants  in  Common  in  Tail,  with 
Cross  Remainders  between  or  amongst  them  in  Tail, 
and,  in  case  there  should  be  but  one  such  Daughter, 
with  remainder  to  such  only  Daughter  in  Tail,  with 
Remainder  to  Robert  Burrows  in  fee.  The  Trusts  of 
the  term  of  300  years  were  to  raise  5,000  /.  of  which 
1,500  /.  were  to  be  applied  for  the  Portions  of  the  younger 
Children  o{  Robert  Burrows  and  Sophia  his  Wife,  and  the 
remainder  towards  payment  of  certain  Debts  of  Robert 
Burrou^s,  and  the  Surplus  (if  any)  was  to  be  paid  to 
Robert  Burrows.  The  term  of  350  years  wa3  created 
for  securing  the  three  Rent-charges  of  500  /.,  and,  after 
the  decease  of  Thomas  Burrows,  to  raise  2,400  /•  for  the 
Portions  of  the  younger  Children  of  the  marriage.  And 
Powers  were  given  to  Thomas  Burrows  to  jointure  an 
after-taken  Wife  to  the  amount  of  300/.,  and  for  Robert 
Burrows  and  Thomas  Burrows  to  charge  the  Estates  with 
3,000/.  each,  and  for  Robert  Burrows,  during  his  life, 
and,  after  his  decease,  for  Thomas  Burrows,  to  grant 
Leases  of  the  Estates,  for  lives,  or  thirty-one  yeara. 

The  Master  found  that  the  Estates  at  Stradone  were 
subject  to  the  entail  created  by  the  Settlement,  and 
were  limited  to  such  uses,  and  upon  such  Trusts,  and  sub* 
ject  to  such  Powers,  Provisoes,  Limitations  and  Agree • 
ments  as  were  therein  mentioned;  and  that  Thomas 
Burrows  was  entitled  thereto,  as  Tenant  for  Life,  by 

Vol.  L  ^  N 
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virtue  of  the  Settlement,  with  Remainder  to  his  first 
and  other  Sons  in  Tail  Male,  with  Remainder  to  his 
Daughters,  as  Tenants  in  Common  in  Tail,  with  Cross 
Remainders  between  them  in  Tail,  with  the  ultimate 
Remainder  to  Thomas  Burrows  in  fee. 


And  the  Master  also  found  that  the  Estate,  stated  in 
the  Answer  of  the  Defendant  Thomas  Burrows  to  have 
been  agreed  to  be  purchased  by  him,  was  a  proper 
Estate  in  which  to  invest  part  of  the  Residue  of  the 
Testator's  Estate,  according  to  the  intention  of  the  Tes- 
tator as  expressed  in  his  Will.  And  he  found  that  the 
Defendant  A.  R.  Burrows  was  the  Person  intended  by 
the  Testator,  by  the  description  of  Arnold  Burrowi, 
Son  of  Colonel  Thomas  Burrows,  of  HiU^treet. 

Thomas  Burrows,  having  afterwards  made  another 
Purchase,  and  the  Master  having  approved  of  it,  it  was 
referred  to  the  Master,  by  the  Decree  on  further  Direc- 
tions, to  settle  a  proper  Settlement  of  the  Estates, 
already  purchased  and  thereafter  to  be  purchased,  with 
the  Testator's  Residuary  Estate,  upon  the  Uses  and 
Trusts,  and  according  to  the  Directions  expressed  and 
declared  concerning  the  same  in  and  by  the  said  WiH 
and  Codicil.  And  the  Court  declared  that  the  Defendant 
A.  JR.  Burrows  was  the  Person  intended  by  the  Testator 
by  the  description  of  A.  Burrows,  Son  of  Colonel  T.  Bur* 
rows,  of  Hill'Street. 

Two  Drafts  of  a  Settlement  having  been  brought  in 
before  the  Master,  one  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant 
Hunnas  Burrows,  and  the  other  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendant Arnold  Robinson  Burrows,  the  Master  rejected 
the  former,  and  made  certain  alterations  and  additions 
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to  the  latter,  and  certified  to  the  Court  that  he  had  ap- 
proved of  the  last-mentioned  Draft,  with  such  alterations, 
as  a  proper  Draft  of  Settlement  of  the  Estates  already 
purchased  and  thereafter  to  be  purchased. 

Bv  that  Settlement,  those  Estates  were  limited  to  the 
Defendant  Thomas  Burrows  for  Life,  without  impeach- 
ment of  Waste,  with  Remainder  to  Trustees  to  preserve 
Contingent  Remainders,  with  Remainder  to  Robert  Bur- 
rows, the  Son  of  Thomas  Burrows,  (who  was  born  in  the 
Testator's  life-time,)  for  Life,  without  impeachment  of 
Waste,  with  Remainders  to  Trustees  to  preserve,  8cc., 
with  Remainders  to  the  Sons  of  that  Robert  Burrows, 
successively,  in  Tail  Male,  with  Remainder  to  James 
Edward  Burrows,  (another  Son  of  the  Defendant  Robert 
Burrows  (a),  who  had  been  recently  born,)  in  Tail  Male, 
with  Remainders  to  every  other  Son  of  the  Defendant 
Robert  Burrows,  successively,  in  Tail  Male,  with  Re- 
mainder to  Arnold  Robinson  Burrows,  for  Life,  with 
Remainder  to  Trustees  to  preserve,  &c.,  with  Remainder 
to  the  Sons  of  A.  JR.  Burrows,  successively,  in  Tail 
Male,  with  Remainder  to  William  Nesbit  Burrows,  Son 
of  the  said  Colonel  Thwnas  Burrows,  for  Life,  without 
impeachment  of  Waste,  with  Remainder  to  Trustees,  &c. 
with  Remainders  to  the  first  and  other  Sons  of  William 
Nesbit  Burrows,  successively,  in  Tail  Male,  with  Re. 
mainder  to  the  Heirs  Male  of  the  Body  of  * 
Burrows,  Grandfather  of  Arnold  Robinson  Burrows,  with 
Remainder  to  the  Heirs  Male  of  the  Body  of  * 
Burrows,  Great  Grandfather  of  A.  R.  Burrows,  with 

(a)  It  did  Dot  appear,  from  the  papers  with  which  the 
Reporter  was  furnished,  that  this  Son  was  made  a  party  to  the 
Suit. 

*  Blanks  were  left  for  these  names  in  the  drill. 
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Remainder  to  A.  R.  Burrows,  in  fee.  And  the  Settle^ 
ment  contained  a  power  to  the  Defendant  Thomas  Bmr^ 
raws,  during  his  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  for  the 
person  entitled  to  the  first  Estate  of  Freehold  or  In* 
heritance,  to  lease  the  Premises  either  for  three  Lires 
or  for  thirty-one  Years. 

To  this  Report  Exceptions  were  filed  on  behalf  of  the 
Defendants  ITwmas  Burrows  and  Robert  Burrows,  his 
Son,  and  also  on  behalf  of  Arnold  Robinsom  Burrows. 
The  Exceptions  taken  by  the  Defendant  A.  R.  Burrows, 
were  that  the  Master  had  not  inserted  any  Clanse  for 
limiting  the  Estates,  purchased  and  to  be  purchaaed,  to 
him,  in  the  event  of  Thomas  Burrows  diaposii^  of  the 
Stradone  Estate  from  his  Male  line :   Whereas  the  Draft 
Settlement  ought  to  have  contained  a  Clause  for  limit- 
ing the  Estates  to  him  and  his  Heirs,  or  the  H^ra  of  his 
Body,  or  to  him  for  Life,  with  Remainder  to  his  first  and 
other  Sons  in  Tail  Male,  in  the  event  of  Thomas  Burrows 
concurring  in  any  act  whereby  the  Entail  of  the  Sirs- 
done  Estates,  in  the  Male  Line,  might  be  barred :  and  that 
an  Estate  for  Life  only  was  Umited  to  the  Exceptant: 
whereas  the  Estates  ought  to  have  been  limited  to  him 
in  Fee-simple,  or  otherwise  in  Tail  Male ;  or,  if  an 
Estate  for  Life,  with  Remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
Sons,  ought  to  have  been  limited  to  him,  by  the  Set- 
tlement, then  the  immediate  Remainder  in  Fee,  on  fidlore 
of  his  Issue  Male,  ought  to  have  been  limited  to  hon. 

The  Bxceptions  taken  by  the  Defendants  Thmm 
Burrows  and  Robert  Burrows,  were  that  the  Master 

had  not  limited  the  Estates  to  be  purchased  according 
to  the  Testator's  intention ;  it  having  been  the  Testator's 
declared  intention  that  the  Estates  to  be  purchased  and 
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settled  should  be  added  and  closely  entailed  to  the 
Stradone  Estate,  which  was  the  Family  Estate :  and 
that  the  Master  had  certified  that  he  had  rejected 
a  Draft  of  a  Settlement  brought  in  before  him  by  the 
Defendant  Thomas  Burrows:  whereas  the  3fas/fr  ought 
not  to  have  rejected  the  said  Draft,  but  ought  to  have 
adopted  and  approved  the  limitations  therein  proposed 
of  the  Estates  to  be  settled  according  to  the  Will 
and  Codicil  of  the  Testator :  and  that  the  Master 
had,  by  the  Draft  of  the  Settlement  which  he  had 
approved,  limited,  to  the  Defendant,  Robert  Burrows^ 
the  eldest  Son  of  the  Defendant  Thomas  Burrows^  an 
Estate  for  Life  only,  with  Remainder  to  his  first  and 
other  Sons  in  Tail  Male :  whereas  the  Master  ought  to 
have  given  an  Estate  in  Tail  General,  or  in  Tail  Male, 
to  the  Defendant  Robert  Burrows,  and  not  an  Estate 
for  Life  only :  and  that  the  Master  had,  in  failure  of 
Issue  Male  of  the  Defendant  Thomas  Burrows^  wholly 
excluded  the  Daughters  of  the  said  Defendant  firom  any 
succession  to  the  Estates :  whereas  the  Master  ought 
not  to  have  approved  of  a  Draft  of  any  Settlement  by 
which  the  Daughters  of  the  Defendant  Thomas  Burrows 
were  excluded ;  but  he  ought,  on  failure  of  Issue  Male 
of  the  Defendant  Thomas  Burrows,  to  have  limited  the 
Estates  to  the  Daughters,  as  Tenants  in  Common  in 
Tail,  with  Cross  Remainders  between  or  amongst  them ; 
and  ought  to  have  limited  the  ultimate  Reversion  or 
Remainder  in  Fee  of  the  Estates,  after  the  limitation 
to  the  Issue  Male  and  Female  of  the  Defendant  Thomas 
Burrows,  to  the  Defendant  Thomas  Burrows,  as  (he 
Heir  at  Law. 
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Mr.  Sugden,  and  Mr.  Pemberton,  for  Arnold  Robin* 
son  Burrows : — 
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The  question  is :  what  is  the  true  construction  of  th^ 
Will  and  Codicil.  The  Estate  referred  to  by  the  Testa- 
lor  was  settled  in  strict  Settlement ;  but  it  certainly  was 
limited  to  the  Daughters  as  Tenants  in  Common  inTaiL 
It  cannot  be  denied  that,  in  the  Will,  there  was  no 
exclusion  of  any  Issue  of  Thomas  Burrows.  But  the 
Codicil  puts  an  end  to  all  doubt  upon  the  subject; 
for  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  Testator  could  not  mean 
a  Female  head  to  the  Family ;  and  the  Estate  was  to  go 
over  if  ITiomas  Burroics  died  without  Male  Issue  :  and, 
when  an  Estate  is  directed  to  go  over  in  default  of  Male 
Issue,  the  Issue  Female  can  not  take.  The  Male  Line 
alone  can  be  included  in  the  Limitations.  A  Son  of 
a  Daughter  can  not  be  included,  because^  if  he  is  to 
take,  his  Mother  must  take  before  him,  which  she 
could  not  do,  as  the  Estate  was  to  go  over  only  on  the 
extinction  of  Male  Issue. 


The  next  direction  in  the  Codicil  is : ''  Should  Thomas 
Burrows  die  without  having  Male  Issue,  or  dispose  of 
Stradone  out  of  the  Family  Line,  it  is  my  desire  that  the 
Residue  of  my  Fortune  should  go  to  il.  Burrows,  Son  of 
Colonel  TJiomas  Burrows,  otHilUstreet,  or  to  his  nearest 
relative  in  the  Male  Line.''  The  Master  has  rejected 
every  word  of  this  Direction.  It  is  true  that  a  Tenant 
in  Tail  can  not  be  prevented  from  suffering  a  Recovery : 
but  an  Estate  may  be  settled  so  as  to  shift  on  his  doing 
any  act  to  prevent  the  Estate  gobg  in  the  line  in  which 
it  is  settled.  The  Master  should  have  given  effect  \jo 
this  Direction,  by  inserting  a  Clause  for  shifting  the 
Estate. 


The  next  question  is,  whether  Robert  Burrows  should 
have  an  Estate  Tail,  or  for  Life  only.    Now  the  Testator 
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'directs  the  Estate  to  be  closely  entailed.  Robert  was 
born  in  the  Testator's  liFe-time.  He  might,  therefore, 
have  been  made  Tenant  for  Life,  with  Remainder  to 
his  first  and  other  Sons  in  Tail.  Humberston  v.  Hum- 
berston  (b)  is  an  authority  for  this  Limitation. 
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The  only  other  Exception  relates  to  the  ultimate 
Limitation  in  Fee.  The  Testator  directs  that,  when  the 
Estate  goes  over,  the  Residue  of  his  Fortune  should  go 
to  Arnold  Burrows,  or  his  (that  is  Arnold  Burrows^s) 
nearest  relative  in  the  Male  Line.  That  passes  the 
Reversion  in  Fee.  It  is  clear  that  it  must  remain  in 
Arnold  Burrows,  or  his  nearest  Relative  in  the  Male 
Line.  We  contend,  therefore,  that  the  Master  ought 
to  have  given  him  a  Remainder  in  Fee,  expectant  upon 
the  failure  of  his  Issue  Male. 

Mr.  Pepys,  and  Mr.  R.  Roupell,  for  the  Son  of  Thomas 
Burrows,  who  was  bom  after  the  Testator's  death,  con- 
tended that  the  Clause  of  Forfeiture  was  nugatory,  as 
it  was  intended  to  guard  against  what  could  not  happen, 
as  Thomas  Burrows  could  not  dispose  of  the  Stradone 
Estate,  and  therefore  that  Clause  was  not  to  be  extended 
to  an  act  of  a  Son  of  Thomas  Burrows. 

Mr.  Home^  and  Mr.  Roupell,  for  Thomas  and  Robert 
Burrows : — 

The  Estate  to  be  purchased  is  to  be  a  kind  of  acces* 
sory  to  the  Stradone  Estate.  There  is  to  be  no  separa- 
tion between  them.  The  new  Estate  must  have  precisely 
the  same  Limitations  as  the  old  one,  or  else  it  will  not 


(6)  1  P.  W.  333,  last  edition,  where  the  Cases  are  collected 
down  to  the  present  time. 
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be  an  addition  to  that  Estate.  Upon  this  point  the  WRf 
is  clear.  Is  any  alteration  in  this  respect  made  by  the 
Codicil  ?  That  Instrument  contains  no  devise,  nor 
any  new  course  of  Limitation,  but  was  made  mider 
an  erroneous  impression  that  Thomas  Burrows  (who  was 
Tenant  for  Life  of  the  Stradone  Estate)  was  Tenant  in 
Tail  of  it«  This  is  evident,  by  the  Testator  snpposing 
that  Thomas  Burrows  could  dispose  of  the  Stradone 
Estate.  If  he  has  mistaken  the  LimitationB  of  that 
Estate,  it  does  not  alter  the  general  purpose  expressed 
in  the  Will.  The  Codicil  is  so  inaccurate  that  the 
Court  cannot  act  upon  it«  The  only  safe  course  is  to 
take  the  Settlement  of  the  Stradone  Estate  as  a  guide. 
If  an  Estate  for  Life  in  the  new  Estate  is  to  be  given  to 
Robert  Burrows^  the  two  Estates  may  be  separated ;  as 
Thomas  Burrows,  being  Tenant  in  Tail  of  the  Stradone 
Estate,  may  bar  the  entail  of  it. 

Mr.  Rose,  and  Mr.  Knapp,  for  Robert  and  Honora 
Burrows,  two  of  the  Children  of  Thomas  Burrows : — 

Under  tlie  Settlement  of  the  Stradone  Estate,  Robert 
Burrows  is  the  fii-st  Tenant  in  Tail,  and  must  take 
a  similar  Estate  under  the  true  construction  of  the  Will. 
Under  that  Clause  which  relates  to  Thomas  Burrows,  or 
his  lawful  Heir,  the  whole  Inheritance  would  vest  in  him. 
But  this  Clause  is  qualified  by  the  direction  that  the 
new  Estate  is  to  be  added  and  closely  entailed  to  the 
Stradone  Estate.  The  Testator,  therefore,  declares  it  to 
be  his  intention  to  connect  the  two  Estates.  Now  how 
are  these  words  controlled  by  the  Codicil,  so  as  to  ex- 
clude the  Daughter  of  Thomas  Burrows.  The  expression 
"  Head  to  a  Family,"  is  not  an  exclusion  of  a  Female 
Head.  The  words,  "  closely  entailed,"  have  reference 
to  the  existing  Settlement,  which  includes  Daughters  ai 
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ivell  as  Sons.  The  kindness  to  the  different  Branches 
of  the  Family  is  not  confined  to  Males  only.  It  is  im- 
possible to  deny  that  the  general  intention  of  the  Testa- 
tor is  to  keep  the  new  Estate  consolidated  with  the 
Stradone  Estate.  He  never  could  intend  that  the  eldest 
Son  should  have  an  Estate  for  Life  only,  and  that  his 
younger  Brother  should  have  an  Estate  Tail.  The 
general  gift  of  the  Inheritance  to  Thomas  Burrows,  is  so 
far  qualified  as  to  let  in  the  Limitations  of  the  Settle- 
menty  and  no  farther :  both  Male  and  Female  Descend- 
antSy  therefore,  should  be  included.  Blackburn  v. 
Stables  (c),  Jervoise  v.  D.  of  Northumberland  {d). 

The  Clause  of  Forfeiture,  like  all  other  clauses  of  the 
same  nature,  must  be  construed  strictly. 

Mr.  Sugden,  in  reply  : — 

It  has  been  said  that  Thomas  Burrows  had  no  power 
to  defeat  the  Limitations  of  the  Stradone  Estate. 
I  admit  that  he  had  no  power  to  do  it,  by  himself:  but 
be  had  that  power  by  joining  with  the  Tenant  in  Tail. 
No  body  but  Thomas  Burrows  can  defeat  those  Limita- 
tions in  his  Life-time.  A  base  fee,  indeed,  may  be 
created,  but  still  all  the  Remainders  would  take  effect. 

Then,  as  to  whether  Thomas  Burrows  is  to  be  Tenant 
for  Life,  or  Tenant  in  Tail.  When  the  Testator  says 
that  he  means  to  increase  the  Stradone  Estate,  he  in- 
tends to  entail  the  new  Estate  as  closely  as  the  law  will 
allow  him.  The  Settlement  of  the  Stradone  Estate  is 
to  be  taken  as  a  precedent  at  the  time  when  it  was 
made :  and,  if  so,  Robert  Burrows  must  be  made  Tenant 
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for  Life.  We  have,  in  no  respect,  departed  from  the 
Limitations  of  that  Settlement.  The  Father  and  Son 
were  there  made  Tenants  for  Life :  and  here  also  we 
make  the  Father  and  Son  Tenants  for  Life.  Our  Limi- 
tations, regard  being  had  to  existing  circumstances,  are 
precisely  the  same  as  those  of  the  Settlement  refenred 
to.  It  was  observed  in  Perrin  v.  Blake  (e)  that,  under 
a  Limitation  to  A.  and  the  Heirs  of  his  Body,  A.  takes 
first  an  Estate  for  Life,  and  then  an  Estate  Tail.  Now 
under  our  Limitation  Robert  Burrows  will  take  an  Estate 
for  life ;  and  he  has  an  Estate  for  Life  in  the  other 
Estate  also ;  and,  if  he  does  no  act  to  defeat  the  Limita- 
tions of  the  Settlement,  both  Estates  will  go  precisely 
to  the  same  Persons. 


In  Blackburn  v.  Stables,  the  question  was  whether 
one  man  should  have  an  Estate  Tail,  or  in  strict  Settle- 
ment. Leonard  v.  Earl  of  Sussex,  is  a  powerful  authority 
for  what  we  are  contending  for  (f).  Papillon  v.  Voice  (g) 
is  the  strongest  case,  upon  the  subject,  that  ever  came 
before  a  court  of  justice.  Who  are  closely  to  entail 
the  Estate  ?  Why  the  Trustees  who  are  to  Purchase 
it.  The  subject  of  the  entail  did  not  exist  when  the 
Testator  died  ;  and  the  Trustees  must  conform  to  the 
Rule  of  the  Court.  Where  there  is  an  intention  to  en- 
tail strictly,  all  Persons  born  in  the  Life-time  of  the 
Testator,  must  be  made  Tenants  for  Life.  As  to  the 
second  Son  being  made  Tenant  in  Tail,  the  Testator, 
had  he  known  that  that  must  be  the  case,  would  only 
have  regretted  that  all  the  Sons  could  not  be  made 
Tenants  for  Life.    If  the  Daughters  are  included,  the 

(e)  4  Burr.  2579.     ^  Black.  672.    Dougl.  329, 
(/)  2  Vern.  526.  (g)  2  P.  W.  471. 
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Estate  will  not  go  over  if  Thomas  Burrows  dies  without 
Male  Issue. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  Plaintiff  in  this  Case  is  a  mere  Trustee,  and  the 
object  of  the  Bill  is  to  have  the  rights  of  the  Co- 
Defendants  declared  by  the  Court,  in  order  that  Estates 
purchased  in  pursuance  of  the  Trusts  of  the  Testator's 
Will  and  Codicil,  may  be  settled  upon  those  Trusts. 
The  Master  was  directed  to  settle  a  proper  Deed  for 
that  purpose ;  and,  under  this  direction,  he  had  to  ex- 
ercise his  own  Judgment  upon  the  true  construction  of 
the  Will  and  Codicil.  Both  Parties  are  dissatisfied 
with  his  Judgment,  and  have  taken  Exceptions  to  the 
Report.  The  Defendants,  Thomas  and  Robert  Burrows, 
object  that  the  Limitations  of  the  Settlement  in  their 
favour,  are  not  co-extensive  with  their  Rights,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  construction  of  the  Will  and  CodiciL 
On  the  other  hand,  the  Defendant  Arnold  Burrows 
insists  that  those  Limitations  are  not  sufficiently  strict, 
and  that  the  Deed  should  contain  what  is  termed  a  shift- 
ing Clause,  but  what,  in  plain  language,  may  be  called 
a  Clause  of  Forfeiture,  by  Thomas  and  all  his  Issue,  in 
case  he  should  do,  or  concur  in  any  act  to  alien  the 
Stradone  Estate. 


WOOLMORB 

V. 
BURBOWS, 


It  often  happens  that  the  Court  is  called  on  to  ex-^ 
pound  a  meaning  and  execute  a  purpose  which  the 
Testator  himself  could  not  have  explained  in  their  de- 
tail ;  and  the  Court  is  then  driven  to  the  necessity  of 
giving  such  directions  as  it  conceives  to  be  nearest  to 
a  probable  and  rational  purpose  in  the  Testator's  mind. 
The  present  Case  is  of  that  class.  I  think  it  reasonably 
clear  that  the  Testator  intended  to  continue  the  Name 
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and  augment  the  Property  of  the  Family  Stock  froof 
which  he  sprang,  and,  for  that  purpose,  added  his  own 
Fortune  to  the  Family  Estate,  and  wished  to  keep  them 
permanently  united  ;  but  he  had  no  distinct  idea  of  the 
detail  through  which  his  meaning  could  be  executed. 
He  knew  that  the  Defendant,  Thomas  Burrows,  was  ia 
possession  of  the  Family  Estate,  under  an  Entail ;  but 
he  evidently  was  ignorant  of  the  legal  nature  of  an 
Entail,  and  of  the  means  by  which  it  might  be  continued 
or  destroyed.  His  Will  is  in  these  words  :  "  The  Re- 
sidue of  my  Fortune  to  be  laid  out  in  Land  as  contiguous 
as  possible  to  Stradone,  in  the  County  of  Cavan,  Ireland, 
to  be  added  and  closely  entailed  to  the  Family  Estate 
now  in  the  possession  of  my  relative,  Thomas  Burrows. 
Until  such  Purchase  is  made,  to  allow  Thomas  Burrows, 
or  his  lawful  Heir,  Two  and  a  half  per  Cent  on  the 
amount  of  the  said  Residue."  And  then  he  appoints 
that  Thomas  Burrows,  the  Defendant  Arnold  Burrows, 
and  the  Plaintiff,  his  Executors.  If  his  Will  had  rested 
there,  I  think  his  purpose  might  have  been  executed 
without  assuming  great  latitude  of  construction.  The 
Estates  to  be  purchased  must  have  been  limited  to 
every  Person  who  could  take  under  the  Settlement. 
But  the  important  words,  '*  Closely  Entailed,''  would 
require  the  Limitations  to  be  as  strict  as  the  rules  of 
Law  would  permit;  and  every  Person  in  esse  at  the  Tes- 
tator's death  must  have  taken  a  Life  Estate,  and  no 
more.  If  this  exposition  of  the  Testator's  meaning 
could  be  deemed  conjectural,  I  think  it  would  be  a 
conjecture  approaching  more  nearly  to  a  rational  con- 
struction of  Intention  than  any  other  which  could  be 
imputed.  A  year  afterwards,  he  made  a  Codicil,  the 
intention  of  which  evidently  was  to  confine  the  Limiti^ 
tious  in  favour  of  Thomas,  to  his  Issue  Male,  and,  at  the 
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wme  time^  to  prevent  an  alienation  of  tlie  Stradone 
Estate.     His  words  are :   "  My  object  in  wishing  to 
improve  the  Stradone  Estate,  is  to  haye  a  head  to  the 
Family,  who  I  hope  will  be  kind  and  attentive  to  the 
different  branches.     Should  Thomas  Burrows  die  with- 
out having  Male  Issue,    or  dispose  of  Stradone  out 
of  the  Family  Line,  it  is  my  desire  that  the  Residue  of 
my  Fortune  should  go  to  Arnold  Burrows,  Son  of  Colo- 
nel  Thomas  Burrows,  of  Hillstreetf    or  his  nearest 
relative  in  the  Male  Line."    Under  the  united  effect  of 
the  Will  and  Codicil,  the  Master  has  framed  Limitations 
excluding  the  Female  Issue  of  TTwmas,  and  giving  to 
him  and  Robert  (his  only  Issue  in  esse  at  this  time) 
Estates  for  Life,  with  Remainders,  to  their  Issue  respec- 
tively, in  Tail  Male.    So  far,  I  do  not  think  the  Limita- 
tions imposed,  by  the  Master,  on  Thomas  and  his  Issue, 
are  more  strict  than  they  ought  to  be  :  and  there  is  one 
point  in  which  I  think  the  Master  ought  to  have  fettered 
the  power  of  Thomas  to  alienate  the  Testator's  Estate 
more  than  he  has  done.    As  the  Limitations  stand, 
Thomas,  having  the  Estate  of  Freehold  in  possession,  by 
joining  with  any  Tenant  in  Tail,  may  bar  the  Remain- 
ders, and  aUen  the  Estate ;  which  would  be  obviously 
inconsistent  with  the  general  intent  of  the  Testator.    If 
the  Master  bad  limited  the  first  Estate  of  Freehold  to 
Trustees  and  their  Heirs,  during  the  life  of  Thofnas,  in 
Trust  for  him,  (a  course  now  frequently  adopted  in 
Family  Settlements,)  Hunnas  would  be  disabled,  by  any 
act  during  his  life,  to  alien  the  Estate ;  and  so  far  the 
Testator's  Estate  would  remain  closely  entailed.    Such 
a  Limitation  would  effectuate  the  clear  intention  of  the 
Testator,  of  preventing  an  alienation  of  his  own  Estate^ 
which  must  be  implied  to  have  been  as  much  his  ol^ecl 
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as  preventing  an  alienation  of  the  Stradone  Estate; 
1  therefore  think  the  Limitations  in  favour  of  Thomas 
should  be  varied,  by  vesting  the  first  Estate  of  Freehold 
in  Trustees  during  his  Life,  in  Trust  for  him,  without 
Impeachment  of  Waste ;  and  the  other  Limitations  are 
proper. 


On  the  part  of  Arnold,  it  was  insisted  that,  under  that 
member  of  the  sentence  in  the  Codicil  which  provides 
against  Thomas  disposing  of  the  Stradone  Estate  out 
of  the  Family  line,  the  shifting  clause  I  have  adverted 
to  ought  to  be   introduced  by  way  of  proviso.     It 
is  not,  however,  the  usage  of  a  Court  of  Equity  to 
inflict  or  enforce  forfeitures.     In  giving  effect  to  the 
Executory  directions  of  a  Will,  the  Court  will  guard 
all  rights  by  restrictions  and  Covenants  in  the  way  of 
Limitations :  but,  whether  the  clause  insisted  on  should 
be  called  a  forfeiture  or  a  limitation  over,  is  not  mate* 
rial ;  for  I  have  found  no  instance  in  which  the  Court 
has  gratuitously  imposed  a  Limitation,  amounting  to 
a  forfeiture,  against  one  man,  for  the  act  of  another  with 
whom  he  is  not  in  privity.    But,  in  the  present  Case, 
such  a  proviso  would  be  singularly  absurd  :  the  act  of 
Thomas  in  alienating  the  Stradone  Estate,  could,  in  no 
contingency,  be  injurious  to  Arnold  or  his  Issue;  for 
they  are  not  in  that  *'  Family  Line  "  which  could  ever 
inherit  the  Stradone  Estate  under  the  entail  to  which 
the  Testator  alludes ;  and,  on  the  contrary,  the  effect 
of  such  a  Clause  would  be  to  impose  a  Forfeiture  of 
the  Testator's  Estate  on  the  Issue  of  Thomas,  as  result- 
ing from  the  construction  of  a  Codicil,  the  obvious 
object  of  which  was  to  keep  both  the  Estates  united 
and  descendible  to  them. 
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The  next  consideration  is,  what  ought  to  be  the 
Limitations  in  failure  of  Issue  Male  of  Thomas.    The 
Master  has  given  an  Estate  for  Life  to  Arnold  and  his 
Brother,  successively,  with  remainders  to  their  Issue 
in  Tail  Male,  and  with  remainder  to  any  future  Issue 
Male  of  their  Father.    So  far  I  think  the  Master  is 
right :  but,  the  question  is^  whether,  under  the  words, 
^'  the  residue  of  my  Fortune  to  go  to  Arnold  or  to  his 
nearest  relative  in  the  Male  line,"   the  Limitations 
should  be  carried  into  the  Ascending  Line :  the  words 
are,  certainly,  capable  of  being  extended  to  the  Ascend- 
ing Line  of  Ancestors  indefinitely.    But,  if  you  once 
laravel  out  of  the  Descending  Line,  I  know  of  no  par- 
ticular stock  at  which  the  Court  ought  to  stop  whilst 
the  Pedigree  ot  the  Family  affords  subjects.    I  think 
it  was  reasonable,  in  failure  of  Issue  Male  of  Arnold^ 
to  insert  Limitations  in  favour  of  his  younger  Brother, 
and  of  any  future  Issue  Male  of  his  Father  :  they  are 
reasonably  consistent  with  the  words,  **  nearest  Rela- 
tive in  the  Male  line."     To  that  extent,  therefore, 
I  think  the  Limitations   of  the    Settlement   should 
remain  as  approved  by  the  Master ^  and  that  those  to  the 
Ascending  Line  should  be  expunged :  and  I  think  that 
the  Master  has  come  to  a  fair  and  reasonable  conclusion 
in  limiting  the  Remainder  in  Fee  to  Arnold.     With 
these  variations,  I  think  that  the  Report  of  the  Master 
approving  the  Settlement,  must  be  confirmed. 
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FERGUSON  V.  TADMAN. 
1827. 
.  ^3dJuly.  RUCK  V.  TADMAN. 

Interest.         IN  May  1818  Thomas  Colyer,  one  of  the  Defendants, 
chaser.         purchased  a  Farm,  in  Kent,  of  the  Plaintiffs.     By  one 
—  of  the  Conditions  of  the  Sale,  the  Purchaser  was  to  be 

D^erieratioa  of  ^°^'^®^  ^^  possession  of  the  Farm  at  Michaelmas  1818. 
an  Estate  pend-  He  accordingly  attended  there,  on  that  day,  for  the 
*°^  •fi^p*!/^'^  purpose  of  receiving  the  possession;  but  the  Defendants 
^oe,  haviug  '^'  ^°^  ^*  Tadman,  who  were  in  possession,  refused  to 
been  ascertained  quit.  Colyer  thereupon  gave  notice  to  the  Vendors, 
IHiiSiaMr^as  *  that  he  should  require  them  to  reimburse  him  any  loss 
allowed  it  out      he  might  sustain  in  consequence  of  not  receiving  pos- 

of  his  Purchase-  g^ssion  of  the  Premises  pursuant  to  the  Conditions  of 
money,  which  *  ,  -i  1 

be  had  paid  into  Sale,  or  in  respect  of  the  Deposit  he  had  paid  to  the 

Court  under  an    Auctioneer,  or  the  residue  of  the  Purchase-money ; 

teiest  from  the  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^'^^  ready  to  complete  his  Purchase.  The 
time  when  be  Vendors  having  informed  him  that  they  were  about  to 
paid  m  his  proceed  against  the  Tadmans  to  compel  them  to  deliver 

up  the  possession  of  the  Premises  to  him,  he  refraineu 
from  rescinding  the  Agreement.  In  November  1818 
the  Vendors  filed  two  Bills,  against  Colyer^  the  Tod- 
mam,  and  other  Persons,  to  enforce  performance  of 
the  Contract.  In  1819  a  Receiver  was  appointed  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  property,  in  both  suits.  The 
Causes  were  heard  in  December  1821,  when  the  usual 
inquiry  as  to  Title  was  directed  to  be  made.  The 
Master  having  approved  of  the  Title,  and  the  Causes 
being  set  down  for  further  directions,  Colyer,  in 
June  1823,  presented  two  Petitions  to  the  Court,  com- 
plaining that,  since  Michaelmas  1818,  the  Estate  had 
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become  much  deteriorated  in  value,  by  mismanagement 
and  neglect,  and  praying  for  an  Inquiry  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  such  deterioration,  and  that  he  might  be  at 
liberty  to  deduct,  out  of  the  Purchase-money,  what  the 
Master  should  find  to  be  proper  to  be  allowed  him.    By 
the  Decree  on  further  directions,  it  was  ordered  that 
Colyer  should  pay  his  Purchase-money  into  Court,  on 
or  before  the  I2gth  of  September  1823 :  that  the  Receiver 
should  then  deliver  up  to  him  the  possession  of  the 
Premises,  and  that  all  proper  Parties  should  join  in 
conveying  them  to  him :  and  an  Inquiry  was  directed 
to  ascertain  to  what  extent  the  Estate  had  been  dete- 
riorated   since   Michaelmas    1818.      Colyer    paid   his 
Purchase-money  into  Court  on  the  27th  of  September 
1 823,  and  was  then  let  into  possession  of  the  Property. 
The   Master    found    the   deterioration    to  amount  to 
787  /.  35.  5  d.     The  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant  Colyer 
both  excepted  to  the  Report ;  the  former  alleging  that 
the  Premises  had  not  been  deteriorated  at  all,  and  the 
latter  that  they  had  been  deteriorated  to  the  extent  of 
i>656/.  95.  8c/.     Upon  the  Exceptions  coming  on  to 
heard,  an  Issue  was  directed  to  be  tried  at  the  next 
Spring  Assizes,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  Pre- 
mises were,  upon  the  whole,   in  a  worse   state   and 
condition  at  Michaelmas    1823,    than  they  were    at 
Michaelmas  1818,  either  by  occasion  of  the  Buildings 
not  having  been  kept  in  repair,  or  by  reason  of  the 
Lands  having  been  used  in  an  unhusbandlike  and  im- 
proper manner;  and,  if  they  were,  to  what  amount  and 
value  in  the  whole.     The  Jury  found  that  the  Property 
was  in  a  worse  state  and  condition,  from  the  causes 
before  mentioned,  to  the  amount  and  value  of  1,652/. 
Upon  this  finding,  Colyer  petitioned  the  Court  that  the 
amount  found  by  the  Verdict,  with  Interest,  at  4/.  per 
Vol.  I.  00 
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Cent,  from  the  day  on  which  he  paid  in  his  PmohaBe- 
money,  might  be  raised  by  sale  of  a  competent  part  of 
the  Stock  in  which  that  Money  had  been  inyested,  and 
be  paid  to  him,  and  that  he  might  also  to  be  paid  his 
Costs  incurred  in  the  trial  of  the  Issue.  The  Petition 
now  came  on  to  be  heard. 


Mr.  Heald,  and  Mr.  Parker,  for  the  Petitions,  said 
that  the  Jury  had  found  that  their  Client  was  entitled 
to  the  whole  of  the  Sum  he  had  claimed,  except  4  /. ; 
and  that  he  was  entitled  to  Interest  on  the  amount  of 
the  Verdict. 


Mr.  Home,  and  Mr.  Boieler,  for  the  Plaintifls,  said 
that  it  appeared,  from  the  Order  on  flirther  directions, 
that  the  Damages  were  to  be  considered  as  separate 
from  the  Purchase-money ;  because  the  Court,  without 
regarding  the  latter  part  of  the  Petition  that  was  then 
heard,  ordered  Colyer  to  pay  in  the  whole  of  his  Pur- 
chase-money, and  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  deterioration,  without  making 
any  reservation  as  to  whether  it  was  to  be  deducted 
out  of  the  Purchase-money ;  that  if  that  were  to  be  the 
case,  the  Prayer  of  the  present  Petition  was  wrong,  for 
the  Petitioner  would  then  be  entitled  to  so  much  Stock 
as  thie  1,652/.  would  have  purchased  when  the  Money 
was  paid  in,  the  Funds  being  higher  at  that  time  than 
they  were  at  present :  that  it  was  a  mere  question  of 
Damages,  and,  therefore,  the  Court  would  not  allov 
Interest. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor: — 

The  Petitioner  purchased  the  Property  in  question, 
in  1818,  and,  in  that  year,  possession  ought  to  have  been 
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delivered  to  him.     But  the  possession  was  detained 
until  1823.    The  Purchaser  alleged  that,  by  the  default 
of  the  Vendors,  the  Estate  was  worth  less  when  he  was 
about  to  take  possession  of  it,  than  it  was  at  the  time 
of  his  Purchase.     The  Court  then  called  on  him  to  pay 
in  his  Purchase^money :   and,  if  the  Court,  when  it 
directed  the  inquiry  as  to  the  amount  of  the  deterioration, 
had  been  asked  by  the  Purchaser  to  make  a  special 
reservation  as  to  the  Sum  which  the  Master  should 
report  him  to  be  entitled  to,  such  a  reservation  would 
have  been  made ;  because  the  Purchaser,  to  the  extent 
of  the  deterioration,  paid  in  his  own  Money,  and  not 
the  Money  of  the  Vendors.    It  appeared  that  the  Pur- 
chaser insisted  on  1,656/.  as  the  Sum  he  was  entitled 
to :  but  the  Master  was  of  opinion  that  767  /.  was  all 
that  he  ought  to  be  allowed.    Both  Parties  excepted  to 
the  Report;  and  the  Jury  have  found  that  the  Pur* 
chaser  was  entitled  to  the  full  amount  of  what  he 
demanded;  for  the  4/.  is  not  worth  considering.    Upon 
that  Verdict,  if  there  had  been  that  reservation,  the 
Court  would  have  ordered  the  Master  to  ascertain  what 
proportion  of  the  Stock  in  which  the  Purchase-money 
had  been  laid  out,  the  Purchaser  was  entitled  to.    But, 
as  the  Party  has  shut  out  that  question,  the  only  point 
to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  Purchaser  is  entitled 
to  have  his  Over-payment  returned,  with  Interest,  at 
4  /.  per  cent,  from  the  time  it  was  made.     I  think  it 
perfectly  clear  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  it  so  returned. 
As  to  the  laying  out  of  the  Money  in  the  Funds,  the 
Court  can  take  no  notice  of  that  circumstance.    The 
next  matter  to  be  considered,  is  the  Costs  of  the  Trial. 
This  is  not  a  question  of  Conduct  in  which  both  Parties 
are  implicated :  but  the  Vendor  was  bound  to  take  care 
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against  this  deterioration :  and  I  should  not  make  the 
Purchaser  the  allowance  he  is  entitled  to,  if  I  made  him 
pay  the  Costs  of  the  Trial. 


23d  July.  SALE  V.  MOORE, 

Will  Edward  MOORE,  Clerk,  made  his  Will  in  the 

^nut  ^^      following  words :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  beloved 

— -  Wife,  Mary  Moore,  all  my  worldly  Substance,  of  what 

A  Testator       j^jj^j  ^j.  mature  soever,  or  wheresoever,  upon  Trust  for 
having  given  an 
Annuity  to  one    ^^^  following  purposes :  1st,  That  she  do  pay  all  my 

of  his  next  of     just  Debts  and  Funeral  Expenses ;  also  that  she  pay 

pressed  a  reason  ^^^  *"°^  ^^  100/.  to  the  Treasurer  or  Assistant  who  call 
for  giving  no-      themselves  the  Governors  of  tlie  Salisbury  Infirmary  ; 

thing  to  the         which  Sum  I  charge  on  my  Personal  Estate,  and  desire 

others,  gave  the  .  "^  -^  . 

Residue  of  his     i^  ™^y  be  applied  to  the  charitable  uses  of  the  said 

Property  to  his  Society  :  also  that  she  pay  the  sum  of  50  /.  a  year  to 
mending  to  her  °^y  Sister,  Fanny  Moore,  of  Ramsey  in  the  county  of 
and  not  doubting  Hants,  Spinster,  during  her  natural  life:   which  sum 

that  she  would  j  jj^^eby  charge  on  my  Personal  Estate:  my  Brother 
consider  his  ./*=*.      •'  -^         , 

near  relations,     being  in  affluent  circumstances,  and  my  eldest  Sister 

as  he  would  have  being  already  well  provided  for  by  me*  will,  I  trust,  be 

done  if  he  had  •  •        1  1       »  m   -  n 

survived  her:      considered  by  them  as  a  sufficient  reason  for  my  not 

held  that  there  leaving  them  any  thing  in  this  my  Will,  as  I  could  not 
th^n^xISiu'  ^^  '^  without  taking  from  my  Wife's  Property,  who  is 
but  that  the         more  in  need  of  it.     The  remainder  of  what  I  die  pos- 

Wifc  took  the      sessed  of,  after  the  payment  of  the  aforesaid  Debts  and 

Residue  abso-       t  •        t 

kitely.  Legacies,  I  leave  to  my  dear  Wife  aforesaid,  recom- 

mending to  her  and  not  doubting,  as  she  has  no 
Relations  of  her  own  Family,  but  that  she  will  consider 
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my  near  Relations,  should  she  survive  me,  as  I  should  1827. 

consider  them  myself  in  case  I  should  survive  her.  ^^        ' 

And  I  hereby  appoint  my  said  Wife  sole  Executrix  of  ^^^^ 

this  my  Will."  ^  "'• 

•'  Moore. 

The  Testator  died  in  1812,  leaving  John  Maore^ 
Fanny  Moore,  and  Mary  Moore,  his  Brother  and  Sisters^ 
his  only  next  of  kin. 

Mary  Moore,  the  Testator's  Widow,  by  her  Will, 
dated  in  the  year  1822,  but  which  did  not  recite  or  in 
manner  refer  to  her  late  Husband's  Will,  gave  Legacies 
to  the  Testator's  Brother  and  several  other  Persons,  and 
Annuities  to  the  Sisters.  She  died  shortly  after  the 
date  of  her  Will. 

The  Bill  was  filed,  by  the  Testatrix's  Executors, 
against  the  Legatees  and  Annuitants  under  her  Will. 
It  alleged  that  Mary  Moore  and  Fanny  Moore,  the  Tes- 
tator's Sisters,  not  only  claimed  the  Annuities  given 
to  them  by  the  Testatrix,  but  also  to  be  entitled, 
together  with  John  Moore,  the  Testator's  Brother, 
to  the  whole  of  the  Property  possessed  by  the  Testatrix, 
and  formerly  belonging  to  the  Testator ;  and  that  they 
contended  that  she  took  only  a  Life  Interest  in  such 
Property  under  the  Testator's  Will,  and  that  they  were 
then  entitled  to  the  same,  by  virtue  of  the  Trust  in  that 
behalf  created  in  the  Testator's  Will ;  and  that  Mary 
Moore  and  Fanny  Moore  also  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
the  Annuities  given  them  by  the  Testatrix.  The  Bill 
prayed  that  the  Trusts  of  the  Wills  of  the  Testator  and 
Testatrix  might  be  carried  into  execution  under  the 
Decree  of  the  Court. 
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The  Defendants^  John  Moore  and  jFoiiity  Moore,  by 
their  Answer,  submitted  that,  by  the  Testator's  Will 
a  Trust  was  created,  in  favour  of  his  next  of  kin,  of  the 
residue  of  his  Personal  Estate,  subject  to  the  life 
interest  therein  of  the  Testatrix.  The  Defendant  Mary 
Moore,  by  her  Answer,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the 
Annuities  given  to  her  by  the  Wills  of  the  Testator  and 
Testatrix,  and  also,  as  one  of  the  Testator's  next  of 
kin,  to  a  share  of  his  Personal  Estate  given,  as  she 
submitted,  by  his  WiU,  to  his  near  relations,  after  the 
decease  of  his  Wife,  subject  to  a  power  of  appointment, 
among  such  near  relations,  vested  in  the  Testator's 
viridow,  which,  as  the  Defendant  submitted,  the  widow 
did  not  exercise. 

The  Master,  in  pursuance  of  a  reference  made  to  him 
by  the  Decree,  found  that  the  Defendants  John  Moore, 
Fanny  Moore  and  Mary  Moore  were  the  only  next  of 
kin  of  the  Testator  at  the  decease,  both  of  the  Testatrix 
and  of  the  Testator* 

The  Cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  for  further 
directions. 

Mr.'Heald/Kad  Mr.  Seymour,  for  the  Plaintiffs  :— 

The  questions  in  this  case  are,  first,  whether,  by  the 
residuary  Clause  in  this  Will,  a  trust  is  created  for  the 
persons  whom  the  Testator  designates  as  his  near 
relations. 

This  Clause  does  not  come  within  the  line  of  Cases 
in  which  it  has  been  held  that  implied  or  conBtnoiclive 
trusts  were  created ;  for  the  objects  of  the  Trusts,  and 
the  Interests  that  those  objects  are  to  take,  are  not 
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sufficiently  defined.    The  expression  ^'  near  relations/'  1807. 

is  not  definite,  nor  is  the  word  '^  consider  "  sufficiently 
explicit.  If  the  Testator  had  not  made  a  bequest  to  his 
widow,  he  would  have  provided  for  his  Brother  and  Moork 
Sister ;  and,  if  the  Court  holds  that  the  next  of  kin  are 
meant  by  the  words  ''  near  relations/'  it  would  not  meet 
the  Testator's  intentions.  In  Wright  v.  Alkyns  {a\  the 
words  were  much  stronger,  and  yet  the  House  of  Lords 
decided  that  no  Trust  was  created.  Secondly,  the 
Testatrix  has  given  Legacies  to  all  these  next  of  kiu, 
and  has  thereby  complied  with  the  Testator's  recom- 
mendation. She  has  made  these  next  of  kin  objects 
of  her  bounty ;  and  how  can  the  Court  say  that  she  has 
not  considered  them  as  the  Testator  would  have  con- 
sidered them  ? 

Mr.  Barber^    for    some  of   the  Legatees  under 
Mrs.  iifoore*s  Will : — 

There  is  no  Trust  in  this  case.  It  would  be  strange 
to  hold  that  the  Widow  was  a  Trustee  for  the  Testator's 
Brother  and  Sisters,  as  the  Testator  apologizes  for  not 
leaving  any  thing  to  two  of  them.  All  the  cases  upon 
the  subject  of  constructive  Trusts  decide  that,  if  there 
is  a  discretion  in  the  Legatee,  if  he  is  to  leave  as  much 
as  he  pleases,  and  no  more,  the  bequest  is  absolute. 
Wynne  v.  Hawkins  (b).  The  Testator  does  not  desire 
his  wife  to  leave  the  whole  of  his  property  to  his  near 
relations,  but  only  says  that  she  is  to  consider  them. 
Could  the  Court  declare  that  the  Widow  was,  under 
this  will,  tenant  for  life  only  of  the  residue,  when  she 

(a)  See  1  Turn.  143.  The  appeal  to  the  House  of  hotih 
appears  not  to  be  reported. 

{b)  1  Bro.C,C.i79. 
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was  not  to  leave  the  whole  of  it  to  her  Hosband's  re- 
lationsy  but  so  much  only  as  she  thought  proper.  Malim 
V.  Keighley  (c),  Heneage  v.  Lord  Andover(d), 

The  Vice-chancellor :  There  is  a  further  term  of  un- 
certainty in  this  Will :  the  Widow  is  to  consider,  the 
near  relations  of  her  husband,  as  he  himself  would  have 
considered  them  had  he  survived  her. 

Mr.  Home,  and  Mr.  Knight,  for  some  of  the  other 
Legatees  under  the  Testatrix's  will : — 

There  is  no  medium  between  holding  the  Widow's  in- 
terest, in  the  residue,  either  a  life-interest/ or  an  absolute 
one.  If  she  can  dispose  of  a  shilling  of  it,  there  is  no 
Trust.  The  Testator  says,  explicitly,  that  he  leaves 
nothing  to  his  Brother  and  elder  Sister,  and  assigns, 
as  a  reason  for  it,  that  they  were  in  affluent  circum- 
stances. Besides,  she  was  to  consider  his  near  relations 
as  he  would  have  considered  them.  By  what  index 
was  her  bounty  to  be  directed.  The  Testator,  too, 
calls  the  property  his  wife's  property. 

Mr.  Rose,  Mr.  Wray,  Mr.  Blenman,  and  Mr.  Hayter, 
appeared  for  the  rest  of  the  Legatees,  and  relied  on 
Heneage  v.  Lord  Andover,  Pushman  v.  lilHter  (e), 
Sprange  v.  Barnard  (f),  Tibbits  v,  Tiblnts(g),  and 
Honoood  V.  West  (A). 


(c)  2  Vcs.  J.  333. 

(d)  As  this,  though  it  is  a  Case  of  considerable  importance, 
has^  not  been  reported,  a  Report  of  it  it  given  at  page  542,  post. 

(f)  3  Ves.  7.  (/)  a  Bro.  C.  C.  585. 

(^)  See  19  Ves.  664.  {h)  See  1  Sim.  k  Stu.  389* 
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Mr.  Tinneifj  for  the  Defendant  Mary  Moore: —  1827. 

This  case  turns  on  the  construction  of  the  word 
*'  consider."  It  does  not  imply  a  power  to  exclude  any 
one  of  the  objects  pointed  out  by  the  Testator,  but  Mooue. 
means  that  they  should  all  be  kept  in  view  for  their 
benefit.  The  whole  fund  is  placed  in  the  Widow*s 
hands,  with  a  direction  that^  as  to  the  whole,  she  is  to 
consider  her  Husband's  near  relations.  "  Consider/' 
means  that  she  is  to  consider  which  of  them  wants 
more  than  another.  She  is  to  consider  whether  one 
is  to  take  for  life,  or  absolutely;  and  whether  one  is  to 
have  more  or  less  than  another.  She  must  distribute 
it  amongst  the  relations  :  but,  as  some  were  well  pro- 
vided for,  the  Testator  leaves  the  amount  of  the  shares 
to  his  Wife's  discretion.  The  sense  of  the  expression, 
"  as  I  should  consider  them  myself"  is,  that  the  Widow 
was  to  exercise  consideration  as  the  Testator  would  have 
done,  if  he  had  not  had  her  to  provide  for.  The  case 
of  Heneage  v.  Lord  Andover  has  been  much  relied  on : 
but,  in  this  Will,  there  is  no  expression  like  the  words 
*'  unfettered  and  unlimited,"  which  occurred  in  that 
case.  Parsons  v.  Baker  {i). 

Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  Defendants  John  Moore  and 
Fanny  Moore,  the  two  other  next  of  kin  of  the 
Testator  :— 

The  construction  which  the  Court  always  puts  upon 
the  words  "  near  relations,"  is,  "  next  of  kin."  (A)  The 
Testator,  in  the  commencement  of  his  Will,  gives  the 
whole  of  his  property  to  his  Widow,  upon  Trust, 
It  is  quite  clear,  therefore,  that  he  did  not  mean  to  give 
it  to  her  absolutely.    He  then  begins  to  declare  the 

(f )  18  Ves.  476.  {k)  Brown  v.  Higgs,  5  Ves.  502. 
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Tnisto*    Fanmf  Moore,  one  of  bis  Sisters^  Was  in  indi* 
gent  circumstances,  his  Brother  and  other  Sister  were 
Sale  affluent.    He,  therefore,  makes  an  immediate  provision 

for  his  Sister  Fan^jf;  but  defers  his  bounty,  to  his 
Brother  and  other  Sister,  until  the  decease  of  his 
Widow,  when  the  reason  for  not  making  an  immediate 
provision  for  them  would  cease.  By  the  direction^ 
given  to  the  Widow,  to  consider  the  Testator's  near 
relations  as  he  would  consider  them,  he  meant  to  say : 
''  place  yourself  in  my  situation,  and  dispose  of  my  pro- 
perty to  those  to  whom  I  have  told  you  that  I  should 
dispose  of  it."  We  have,  therefore,  in  this  case,  both 
certain  objects  and  certain  subjects  of  Trust.  Eade  v« 
Eade{l\  which  was  confirmed,  on  appeal,  by  Lord 
Eldon,  C.  The  widow  has  not  attempted  to  exercise 
the  power  which  the  Testator  gave  her.  She  has  in- 
deed bequeathed  Legacies  to  his  Brother  and  Sisters ; 
but  they  are  given  out  of  her  own  property. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

There  is  no  ground^  in  this  case^  on  which  a  Court 
of  Equity  can  imply  a  Trust  as  to  any  part  of  the  Tes- 
tator's family.  The  first  case  that  construed  words 
of  recommendation  into  a  command,  made  a  Will  for  the 
Testator;  for  eveiy  one  knows  the  distinction  between 
them.  The  current  of  decisions,  has,  of  late  ye^Lts,  been 
against  converting  the  Legatee  into  a  Trustee. 

Supposing  that  the  words  in  this  case  would  create 
a  Trust,  those  words  are  coupled  with  some  degree  of 
uncertainty.  Who  are  the  objects  of  the  Trust?  Did 
the  Testator  mean  relations  at  his  own  death,  or  at  hia 

(/)  sMadd.  118. 
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Wife^s  death  ?  Did  he  mean  that  she  should  have  thd 
liberty  of  executing  the  Trust  the  day  after  his  death  ? 
Various  other  considerations  might  be  introduced  to 
show  that  the  objects  are  uncertain.  There  is  no  ground 
for  taking)  from  the  Widow,  what  the  Testator  has  not 
taken  from  her,  but  vested  in  her  absolutely.  The  case 
of  Dawson  v.  Clark  (m),  is  a  strong  authority  to  show 
that  the  Court  ought  not  to  take  away  an  absolute  gift. 
He  gives  to  her : ''  all  his  worldly  substance,  of  what  na- 
ture or  kind  soever  and  wheresoever,  upon  Trust  for  the 
following  purposes : "  He  must,  therefore,  be  intended  to 
have  all  the  purposes  in  his  contemplation*  He  then 
says  :  ''  my  Brothers  being  in  affluent  circumstances, 
and  my  eldest  Sister  being  already  well  provided  for, 
by  me,  will,  I  trust,  be  considered  by  them,  as  a  suffi- 
cient reason  for  my  not  leaving  them  any  thing  in  this 
my  will."  Is  not  this  a  conclusive  indication  that,  in 
the  preceding  part  of  the  will,  he  had  pointed  out  every 
Trust  that  he  intended  should  fix  upon  the  property. 
He  then  proceeds  :  ''  as  I  could  not  do  it  without  taking 
from  my  wife*8  property,  who  is  more  in  need  of  it.^* 
Why  does  he  not  take  it  from  her  ?  He  might  have 
made  her  tenant  for  life  only.  But  he  says  that  he 
takes  nothing  from  her.  Where  then  is  the  ground  upon 
which  a  Trust  could  attach  ?  He  then  goes  on :  ''  The 
remainder  of  what  I  die  possessed  of,  8cc.''  Now  the 
word  ''consider"  is  a  relative  term.  How  is  she  to 
consider  them  ?  As  he  would  have  done  ?  How  is  the 
Court  to  find  out  how  he  would  have  considered  his 
relations  ? 

The  conclusion,  therefore,  that  I  come  to,  is  that  there 
is  no  Trust  created  in  this  case  :  and,  in  the  view  that 

(m)  15  Ves.  409. 
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I  have  of  it,  I  think  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  decided 
Cases  that  I  contravene. 

Declare  that  the  Testatrix,  Mary  Moore,  took  the 
residue  of  the  Personal  Estate  of  the  Testator  Edward 
MoorCf  under  his  Will,  not  subject  to  any  Trust. 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 


Sess.  1894. 

WUL 

Cofutructim. 

Trust. 


Between    Henrietta    Arabella    Meredith    and    Johm 

Calcraft      -----     Appellants; 
And    George  Heneage    Walker  Heneage  and  others. 

Respondents. 

John  walker  heneage,  Esq.  made  his  Will, 

dated  the  17th  of  March  1798,  and,  after  charging  his 

_  ^      Real  Estates  with  the  Payment  of  his  Debts,  proceeded 

Testator,  after        ^  ,,  ^  *^ 

giving  his  Real  as  follows : 

and  Personal  <<  I  give  and  devise  all  and  singular  my  Manors,  capital 

Wife  in  fee  said  *^^  other  Messuages,  Farms,  Lands,  Rectories,  Advow- 
that  he  had  so     sons.  Rents,  Tithes  and  Hereditaments,  situate,  standing, 

given  the  same    lyinor  and  beins:,  and  arisiuGC  in  the  several  counties  of 
to  her,  unfetter-  ^.,^    ^    ,      «  ,  ,^.  ti,  r.i  •     ., 

ed  and  un- 
limited, in  fall 
confidence  that, 
in  her  future 
disposition 
thereof,  she 
would  distin- 


WiUz,  Berks,  Somerset,  and  Middlesex,  my  Shares  in  the 
New  River  Water  Works,  and  the  offices  of  Chief 
Usher  of  His  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  Pro- 
clamator  and  Barrier  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at 
Westminister,  which  I  hold  in  Fee  Simple,  and  the  Rights, 


goish  the  Heirs 

of  his  late  Father,  by  devising  the  whole  of  his  Estate,  together  and 
entire,  to  such  of  his  Father's  Heirs  as  she  might  think  best  deserved 
her  preference  :     Held  that  no  Trust  was  created. 
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Fees,  Perquisites  and  Emoluments  to  the  said  Offices  1824. 

belonging ;  and  all  and  singular  other  my  Real  Estates 
and  Hereditaments  whatsoever,  in  Great  Britain,  with 
their  and  every  of  their  Rights,  Members,  and  Appur-      Hej^b4G£. 
teuances,  and  the  Reversion  and  Reversions,  Remainder 
and  Remainders  thereof,  and  of  every  part  thereof,  and 
all  and  singular  my  Estate  and  Interest  therein,  unto 
my  dear  Wife,  Arabella  Walker  Hetieage,  to  hold  the 
said  Lands,  Tenements  and  Hereditaments,  and  all  other 
my  Real  Estate  hereinbefore  particularly  mentioned, 
and  set  forth,  unto  the  said  Arabella  Walker  Heneage, 
her  Heirs  and  Assigns  for  ever.    I  give  and  bequeath 
unto  the  said  Arabella  Walker  Heneage,  all  my  Personal 
estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and  of  what  nature 
or  kind  soever,  to  hold  the  same  to  her  the  said  Arabella 
Walker  Heneage,  her  Executors,   Administrators   and 
Assigns  for  ever.     And  I  earnestly  recommend,  to  my 
said  Wife,  the  care  and  protection  of  my  affectionate 
friend   Arabella    Anne    Caroline   Jenny  Pigott,   most 
heartily  beseeching  my  said  Wife  that  she  will  permit 
and  suffer  the  said  Arabella  Anne  Caroline  Jenny  Pigott 
to  live  and  reside  with  her,  and  that  she  will  afford  to 
the  said  Arabella  Anne  Caroline  Jenny  Pigott  the  same 
kind  attention  and  tenderness  which  has  been  always 
shown  her  in  my  life-time.    And  I  seriously  and  warmly 
entreat  my  said  Wife,  at  her  decease,  to  settle  and 
assure,  to  two  Trustees,  such  part  of  my  Real  Estate  as 
she  shall  think. proper,  for  the  special  purpose  of  secur- 
ing to  the  said  Arabella  Anne  Caroline  Jenny  Pigott, 
during  her  natural  life,  (in  case  she  survives  my  said 
Wife,  but  not  otherwise,)  such  an  Income  as  will  enable 
the  said  Arabella  Anne  Caroline  Jenny  Pigott  to  enjoy 
all  those  comforts  of  life  which  she  has  hitherto  been, 
used  and  accustomed  to,  leaving  the  amount  of  such 
Income  to  the  entire  discretion  of  my  said  Wife.    And 
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I  have  devised  and  bequeathed  the  whole  of  my  said 
Real  and  Personal  Estate,  hereinbefore  particulariy  set 
forth|  unto  my  said  dear  Wife  (and  which  she  most 
acknowledge  not  to  be  inconsiderable)  unfettered  and 
unlimited,  in  fiiU  confidence,  and  with  the  firmest  per- 
suasion that,  in  her  future  disposition  and  distribution 
thereof,  she  wiU  distinguish  the  Heirs  of  my  late  Father, 
by  devising  and  bequeathing  the  whole  of  my  said 
Estate,  together  and  entire,  to  such  of  my  said  Father's 
Heirs  as  she  may  think  best  deserves  her  preference. 
And  I  constitute  and  appoint  her,  my  said  dear  Wife, 
the  said  Arabella  Walker  Heneage,  sole  Executrix  of 
this  my  WiU." 


The  Testator,  by  a  Codicil,  charged  his  Real  Estates 
with  two  Annuities,  which  he  gave  to  Arabella  Cakraft, 
one  to  be  paid  after  his  own  death,  and  the  other  after 
his  wife's,  and  died  in  February  1806.  His  widow, 
after  his  decease,  proved  his  Will  and  entered  into 
possession  of  his  Real  Estates,  and  possessed  herself 
of  his  Personal  Estate. 


Mrs.  Heneage,  by  her  Will,  dated  the  95th  of  May 
1813,  devised  all  her  Real  Estates  to  Trustees,  for 
a  Term  of  500  years,  to  commence  at  her  decease,  and, 
subject  thereto  to  the  Respondent  George  Heneage 
Walker  Heneage,  (therein  called  George  Heneage  Wyld,) 
the  eldest  Son  of  the  Res[>ondent  George  Wyld  by  Mary 
Dionysia,  his  Wife,  with  Remainder  to  Trustees  to 
preserve,  &c.  with  Remainders  to  his  first  and  other 
Sons  in  Tail  Male,  with  like  Remainders  to  the  other 
Sons  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wyld,  and  to  their  Sons  respec- 
tively, with  Remainders,  to  the  Sons  of  G.  H.  W.  Heneage 
and  of  his  Brothers,  in  Tail  General,  with  Remainders  to 
the  first  and  other  Daughters  ofG.H.W.  Heneage  and 
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of  hia  Brothers,  aucceaaively,  inTail  Male^  with  Rem^n- 
dera  to  the  first  and  other  Daughters  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Wyld,  successively,  in  TaU  General,  with  the  ultimate  Meredith 
Remainder  to  the  Respondent  Fruneis  John  St.  Quintin, 
in  fee.  The  Trusts  of  the  Term  of  6^0  years  were  for 
raising  500  /.  for  Miss  Pigott,  and  70Q  /.  to  be  paid  to 
the  Testatrix's  Executors;  and  an  Annuity  of  1,000/* 
for  Miss  Pigoit ;  and  also  for  raising  some  small  Annui- 
ties for  the  Testatrix's  servants,  and  8,000  /,  to  be  ap- 
plied in  paying  her  own  and  her  late  Husband's  debts. 
And  the  Testatrix  bequeathed  her  Household  Furniture, 
Plate,  Diamonds,  &c.  in  her  Mansion  House,  to  go  as 
Heir  Looms  with  the  Mansion  House.  And  she  gave, 
to  Jenny  Pigott,  a  gold  watch  and  chain,  and  to  the 
Rev.  J.  Cope,  a  silver  inkstand,  both  of  which  had  be- 
longed to  her  late  Husband.  And  the  Testatrix  gave 
to  her  nephew,  the  respondent,  E.  fV.  CatUfield,  the 
next  Presentation  to  one  of  her  Rectories.  And  she 
gave  the  residue  of  her  Personal  Estate  to  Trustees,  in 
trust  for  Jenny  Pigott  and  Arabella  Anne  Caroline  Jenny 
Pigott,  equally,  during  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the 
longest  liver,  and^  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  in 
trust  for  the  said  Jonathan  Cope,  Clerk,  and  all  the 
Children  of  the  Testatrix's  Sister  Anne  BolkviUe  by  her 
late  Husband  Toby  Wade  Bolleville,  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them ;  and,  in  case  all  such  Children  should  die 
'before  they  attained  Twenty-^one,  then  in  trust  fctr  the 
said  Jonathan  Cope,  his  Executors^  Administrators  or 
Assigns :  and  she  appointed  Lord  Andover,  Robert 
Nicholas  and  George  Wytd,  Executors  of  her  Will. 

The  Testatrix  made  a  Codicil,  dated  the  soth  of  March 
1814,  whereby,  after  reciting  the  death  o(  Jonathan  Cope, 
she  gave  to  her  brother.  Sir  Jonathan  Cope,  Bart  the 
gold  pencil-casQ  before   mwtioned;  and  to  Arahdk 
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18*34.  Catcraji,  daughter  of  the  Appellant  General  John  Col" 

crqfl,  her  silver  inkstand:  and,  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  the  said  Jenny  Pigott  and  Arabella  Anne 
u     "'  Caroline  Jenny  l^igottj  she  gave  her  residuary  Personal 

Estate  unto  the  several  uses  and  purposes  thereof  de- 
clared, for  the  benefit  of  all  the  Children  of  her  said 
Sister  Anne  BoUeville  by  the  said  Toby  Wade  BoHeviUe. 
The  Testatrix  made  three  other  Codicils  to  her  Will,  the 
contents  of  which  are  not  material  to  be  stated,  except 
that,  by  the  third  Codicil,  she  appointed  the  Respondent, 
Edward  Goddard,  a  Trustee  and  Executor  of  her  Will, 
in  the  place  of  George  Wyld. 

The  Testatrix  died  in  June  1818,  leaving  the  Re- 
spondents Arabella  Diana  Duchess  o(  Dorset,  and  Caihor 
rine  Countess  of  Aboyne,  her  Co-heirs  at  Law. 

Lord  Andover,  Robert  McAo/os,  and  Edward  Goddard, 
proved  the  Testatrix's  Will  and  Codicils. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  5gth  Geo.  3,  George  Heneage 
Walker  Heneage,  and  his  surviving  Brothers  and  Sisters, 
filed  a  Bill,  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  against  the  other 
Respondents  and  the  Appellants,  stating  that  the  Tes- 
tatrix took,  under  the  Will  of  the  Testator,  an  Estate  in 
Fee-simple  in  the  Estates  devised  by  his  Will,  and  that 
she  had  power  to  devise  the  same  as  she  had  done  by 
Iier  Will,  and  praying  that  the  Testatrix's  Will  might 
be  established,  and  the  Trusts  thereof  carried  into  execu- 
tion, and  for  the  usual  Accounts.  The  Appellant, 
Henrietta  Arabella  Meredith,  in  her  Answer,  stated  that 
she  and  the  other  Appellant,  John  Calcrafi,  were  the 
Co-heirs  at  Law  of  the  Testator,  and  also  of  John 
Walker,  the  Testator's  Father ;  and  said  that  she  was 
advised  that,  under  the  Testator's  Will,  the  Testatrix 
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took  a  beneficial  Interest,  for  her  Life  only,  in  the  Es- 
tates devised  bv  the  Testator,  and  in  the  Residue  of 
his  Personal  Estate,  with  a  Trust  or  Power  only  to 
devise  and  bequeath  the  same,  at  her  death,  together 
and  entire,    to  such  of  the   Heirs  of  the  Testator's 
Father  as  she  thought  best ;  and  that  the  Testatrix  ought 
to  have  exercised  such  Trust  or  Power  in  favour,  either 
of  her  the  Appellant,  H.  A.  Meredith,  or  of  the  other 
Appellant,  J.  Calcraji;  and  that  the  Testatrix  not  having 
done  so,  her  Will  and  Codicil,  so  far  as  regarded  the 
beneficial  Interest  in  the  Testator's  Real  Estates,  and 
the  Residue  of  his  Personal  Estate,  were  void,  except 
as  to  the  devises  and  bequests  in  favour  of  A.  A*  C.  J. 
Pigott ;  and  that  either  she,  the  said  H.  A.  Meredith,  and 
the  other  Appellant,  John  Calcraft,  were  absolutely  en- 
titled to  the  Testator's  Real  Estate,  and  to  the  Residue 
of  the  Testator's  Personal  Estate,  or  else  that  the  Ap- 
pellants, as  the  Testator's   Co-heirs,  were  absolutely 
entitled  to  the  said  Real  Estates ;  and  that  the  Appel- 
lants and  the  Respondents  Arabella  Bridget,  St.  Quin* 
tin,  and  Mary  Dionysia  Wild,  as  the  sole  next  of  Kin 
of  the  Testator,  and  the  Respondents,  Lord  Andover, 
It.  Nicholas,  and  £.  Goddard,  as  Executors  of  the  Tes- 
tator's Widow,  were  entitled  to  their  respective  Distri- 
butive Shares  of  the  Testator's  Personal  Estate.    And 
the  Appellant  H.  A.  Meredith,  accordingly,  insisted  upon 
her  right  to  a  Moiety  of  the  said  Real  Estates,  and 
either  to  a  Moiety,  or  an  eighth  part  of  the  Residue  of 
the  Personal  Estate. 
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The  Appellant  J.  Calcraji,  in  his  Answer,  submitted 
that,  by  the  Testator's  Will,  a  Trust  was  imposed  on 
the  Testatrix  to  leave  the  whole  of  his  Real  and  Per- 
sonal Estates  to  one  of  the  Heirs  of  the  Testator's  lat« 
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Father :  and  he  submitted  that  the  Testatrix  had  not 
duty  exercised  her  power  over  the  said  Estates,  inas* 
much  as  she  had  not  selected  one  of  the  Heirs  of  the 
Testator's  late  Father  :  and,  as  one  of  the  Heirs  of  the 
Testator  and  his  late  Father,  he  claimed  the  benefit 
which,  under  the  Testator's  Will,  had  been  raised  for 
the  Heirs  of  the  Testator's  Father,  in  the  event  of  the 
Power  of  Selection,  given  to  the  Testatrix,  not  being 
duly  executed. 


The  Cause  was  heard  on  the  12th  June  1830,  when 
the  Wills  and  Codicils  of  the  Testator  and  Testatiut 
were  declared  well  proved ;  and  inquiries  were  directed 
to  be  made  to  ascertain  who  were  the  Heir  at  Law  and 
next  of  Kin,  of  the  Testator  and  his  Father,  at  the  dates 
of  the  Testator's  Will  and  Codicil,  and  at  the  time  of 
the  Testator's  death,  and  also  at  the  dates  of  the  Will 
and  Codicils  of  the  Testatrix,  and  at  the  time  of  her 
death ;  and  whether  the  persons  to  whom  the  Testator's 
Real  and  Personal  Estate  were  given  by  the  Testatrix's 
Will,  were  related  to  the  Testator's  Father. 


The  Master  reported  that,  at  the  date  of  the  Testa- 
tor's Will,  the  Testator  was  Heir  at  Law,  and  the  Tes- 
tator and  his  two  Sisters,  the  next  of  Kin  of  the  Testator's 
Father ;  and  that,  at  the  date  of  the  Testator's  Codicil, 
the  next  of  Kin  of  the  Testator's  Father,  were  the 
Testator,  the  Appellants,  and  three  other  Persons; 
and  that,  if  the  Testator  had  been  dead,  without  Issue, 
at  the  date  of  his  Will,  his  two  Sisters,  D.  Meredith 
and  C.  A.  Calcraft,  would  have  been  the  Co-heirs  at 
Law  of  the  Testator's  Father,  and  also  his  next  of  Kin ; 
and  that,  if  the  Testator  had  been  dead,  without  Issuer 
at  the  date  of  his  Codicil,  the  Appellants  would  hav« 
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been  Heirs  at  Law  of  the  Testator's  Father,  and  the 
Appellants  and  three  other  Persons,  would  have  been 
the  next  of  Kin  of  the  Testator's  Father ;  and  that,  at 
every  other  period  mentioned  in  the  Decree,  the  Appel- 
lants were  the  Heirs  at  Law,  and  two  of  the  next  of  Kin 
both  of  the  Testator  and  his  father. 
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And  the  Master  also  found  that  the  Appellant  John 
Calcraft  was  the  Heir  at  Law  and  Personal  Represen- 
tative of  one  of  the  Testator's  Sisters ;  and  that  the  Ap- 
pellant Henrietta  Arabella  Meredith  was  the  Heir  at  Law 
and  Personal  Representative  of  the  other  Sister.  And 
the  Master  certified  that  the  devisees  of  the  Real  Estates 
under  the  Testatrix's  Will,  were  the  great  Grandchildren 
of  the  Testator's  Father ;  but  that  the  other  Persons 
named  in  the  Testatrix's  Will  and  Codicils,  were  not  at 
all  related  to  the  Testator's  Father. 

The  cause  having  come  on  for  further  directions,  the 
question  was :  whether  Arabella  Walker  Heneage  took, 
under  the  Will  of  John  Walker  Heneage,  the  Real  and 
Personal  property,  thereby  devised  and  bequeathed  to 
her,  subject  to  a  Trust  for  the  Heirs  of  John  Walker.     . 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  delivered  his  opinion  upon  this 
question,  to  the  following  effect  (a) : 

In  this  case  the  Bill  is  filed  by  the  Devisees  in  Trust 
under  the  Will  o(  Arabella  Walker  Heneage,  who  was  the 
Widow  of  John  Walker  Heneage,  Esq.,  against  the  two 
Co*heirs  at  Law,  and  some  of  the  next  of  Kin  of 
Mr.  Heneage*s  Father,  John  Walker,  the  former  being  also 

(a)  Mr.  Hayter,  who  was  one  of  the  Counsel  in  the  Cause, 
kindly  furnished  the  Reporter  with  the  Note  of  the  Judgment, 
which  is  inserted  in  the  text. 
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the  Co-heirs  of  Mr.  Heneage  himself.  I  conceive  this  to 
bea  sufficient  description  of  the  Defendants,  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  the  present  consideration. 

The  controversy  arises  upon  the  Will  of  Mr.  Heneage ; 
and  the  question  is,  whether,  under  his  Will,  Mrs.  Heneage 
took  the  absolute  interest  in  his  Real  and  Personal  Estates, 
and  had,  therefore,  a  right  to  dispose  of  them  in  favour 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  as  she  has,  by  her  Will,  declared  her 
intention  to  do :  or  whether  she  was  only  a  Trustee,  with 
an  interest  in  herself  merely  for  her  own  life,  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  Defendants,  or  some  of  them,  vrith  a  power  of 
selecting  some  or  one  of  them  in  preference  to  the  others 
or  other  of  them.  I  use  the  word  Penonal  Estate, 
because  it  is  used  by  Mr.  He/ieage  in  his  bequest :  and 
it  must,  therefore,  be  necessary,  in  the  construction  of 
his  Will  to  observe  upon  the  Personal  Estate,  though 
his  Personal  Estate  was,  as  appears  by  the  Master's 
report,  insufficient  to  pay  his  debts ;  and  the  decision 
must  be  confined  to  his  Real  Estate. 


This  question  must  be  resolved  by  a  due  attention  to 
the  language  of  Mr.  Heneage*^  Will.  What  then  is  the 
true  construction  of  all  the  words  he  has  used  ?  Do 
they  impose  a  Trust  on  Mrs.  Heneage^  and  are  they 
imperative  upon  her  with  respect  to  the  disposition  of 
the  property  :  or  do  they  import  more  than  the  wish  of 
the  Testator  that,  if  she  had  no  serious  disinclination, 
she  should  dispose  of  it  to  or  amongst  his  Father^s 
Heirs,  leaving  it  to  her  own  option,  however,  to  deal 
with  it  as  her  own.  It  must  be  admitted  that  it  is  purely 
matter  of  intention,  to  be  collected  from  the  words  of 
the  Instrument,  as  in  all  other  cases  of  Wills,  where  no 
rule  of  law  interferes. 
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It  is  not  necessary  to  travel  through  the  cases  which 

have  been  furnished  by  the  great  industry,  and  urged 

by  the  great  ability  of  the  learned  Counsel  on  both 

sides.     Lord  Alvanley,  when  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in 

Malim  v.  Keighky  (a)  has  extracted  and  stated  the  result 

of  all  the  cases  before  that  time ;  and  the  subsequent 

cases  have,  it  seems  to  me,  made  no  alteration.     He 

states  the  result  in  the  following  manner :  **  Wherever 

any  Person  gives  Property,  and  points  out  the  object, 

the  Property,  and  the  way  in  which  it  shall  go,  that  does 

create  a  Trust,  unless  he  show,  clearly,  that  his  desire 

expressed  is  to  be  controlled  by  the  Party,  and  that  he 

shall  have  an  option  to  defeat  it." 
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I  will  not  stay  to  inquire  whether  the  language  of 
that  very  learned  and  excellent  Judge  is  very  accurate, 
and  critically  correct  as  applied  to  the  Cases  ;  but  I  be- 
lieve they  are  the  very  words  His  Honor  used.    I  think, 
however,  that  the  result,  as  stated  by  him,  is  sufficiently 
correct  for  the  present  purpose ;  and  I  shall  consider 
the  passages  in  the  Will  accordingly :  and  I  confess 
that  I  feel  myself  bound  by  the  doctrine  delivered  in  it 
as  generally  consistent  with  the  doctrines  that  have 
prevailed.    But  I  hope  to  be  forgiven  if  I  entertain  a 
strong  doubt  whether,  in  many,  or  perhaps  in  most  of 
the  Cases,  the  construction  was  not  adverse  to  the  real 
intention  of  the  Testator.     It  seems  to  me  very  singu- 
lar that  a  Person,  who  really  meant  to  impose  the  obli- 
gation established  by  the  Cases,  should  use  a  course 
so  circuitous,  and  a  language  so  inappropriate  and  also 
obscure  to  express  what  might  have  been  conveyed  in 
the  clearest  and  most  usual  terms — terms  the  most 


(A)  2  Ves.  J.  333.    See  also  529. 
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familiar  to  the  Testator  himself,  and  to  the  professional^ 
or  any  other  Person  who  might  prepare  his  Will. 

In  considering  these  Cases  it  has  always  occurred  to 
me  thatf  if  I  had  myself  made  such  a  Will  as  has 
generally  been  considered  imperative^  I  should  never 
have  intended  it  to  be  imperative ;  but^  on  the  contrary, 
a  mere  intimation  of  my  wish  that  the  Person  to  whom 
I  had  given  my  Property  should,  if  he  pleased,  prefer 
those  whom  I  proposed  to  him,  and  who,    next  to 
him,  were,  at  the  time,  the  principal  objects  of  my  re- 
gard.   I  am  happy  to  reflect  that,  in  this  opinion,  I 
have  the  concurrence  of  a  noble  Judge,  than  whom 
there  has  never  been,  nor,  I  believe,  ever  can  be  a  Person 
more  active  in  investigating  the  Principles  of  the  Law 
in  all  its  bearings,  or  more  extensively  learned  on  every 
legal  subject.     For,  in  Wright  v.  Atkyn8(c\  the  Lord 
Chancellor  (d)  says  :  ^^  This  sort  of  Trust  is  generally  a 
surprise  on  the  intention  :  but  it  is  too  late  to  correct 
that."    Again  he  says  (we  know  the  question  was  what 
the  word  Family  meant) :  **  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
Testator  intended  a  mere  Trust ;  but  that  must  be  the 
construction,  if  the  word  *  Family'   is  properly  con- 
strued."    I  have  said  so  much  as  a  justification,  or 
rather  as  the  foundation  of  the  opinion  which  I  enter- 
tain, that,  though  I  feel  myself  bound  by  the  decisions 
and  cannot  object  to  follow  them,  I  do  not  consider  it 
to  be  my  Duty  to  extend  the  rule  of  construction  which 
has  been  adopted  in  them,  and  to  add  to  the  number  of 
those  where  the  Court  appears  to  me  rather  to  have 
made,  than  to  have  given  effect  to  the  Wills  of  Tes- 
tators. 


(f)  1  V.  &B.315. 


((/)  Lord  Eldon. 
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Now  as  to  Mr.  Heneage's  Will,  it  devises  all  and 
singular  his  Real  Estates,  in  the  clearest  manner,  to 
his  dear  Wife,  Arabella  Walker  Hetieage,  her  Heirs  and 
Assigns,  and  he  bequeaths  all  his  Personal  Estate 
to  her  absolutely ;  and  then  he  proceeds :  "  And  I 
earnestly  recommend,  to  my  said  Wife,  the  care  and 
protection  of  my  aflFectionate  Friend,  Arabella  Anne 
Caroline  Jenny  Pigott^  most  heartily  beseeching,"  &c. 
The  words  *'  recommend "  and  *'  most  heartily  be-^ 
seeching,"  in  the  first  part  of  this  Clause,  are  very 
emphatical,  as  coupled  with  the  rest  of  the  paragraph. 
But  the  subsequent  words :  "  I  seriously  and  warmly 
entreat  my  said  Wife,  at  her  decease,  to  settle  and  as- 
sure, to  two  Trustees,  such  part  of  my  Real  Estates.'* 
These  words  are,  unquestionably,  sufficient  to  create  a 
Trust,  and  are  imperative,  unless  other  words  are  incon- 
sistent virith  such  a  construction.  The  Testator  then 
proceeds  :  '^  to  assure,  to  two  Trustees,  such  part  of  my 
Real  Estate,  as  she  shall  think  proper,  for  the  especial 
purpose  of  securing,  to  the  said  Miss  Pigott  during  her 
natural  Life,  in  case  she  survives  my  said  Wife,  but  not 
otherwise,  such  an  Income  as  will  enable  Miss  P^ott 
to  enjoy  all  those  comforts  of  life  which  she  has  hitherto 
been  used  to,  leaving  the  amount  of  such  Income  to  the 
entire  discretion  of  my  said  Wife." 

It  has  been  admitted,  by  some  of  the  Counsel  for  the 
Defendants,  that  this  Clause  is  not  imperative  upon 
Mrs.  Heneagef  but  leaves  to  her  discretion  to  provide 
for  Miss  Pigott,  or  not,  as  she  might  think  proper. 
I  take  the  admission  to  be  perfectly  correct ;  and  I  con- 
ceive it  to  be  very  clear  that  Mrs.  Heneage  was  left  to 
act  at  her  own  option.  It  is  true  that  some  of  the 
words  in  this  paragraph,  would,  indisputably,  be  im- 
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perative,  if  the  rest  of  the  sentence  were  constructed 
in  a  different  manner  from  what  it  appears  to  be.  Bat 
Mrs.  Heneage  is  desired  to  settle  and  assure,  at  her 
decease^  (and  not  sooner,}  such  part  as  she  shall  think 
proper^  the  amount  of  such  income  to  be  left  at 
Mrs.  Heneage's  entire  discretion.  Nothing  can  show^ 
more  satisfactorily  than  this  clause  does,  the  anxious 
and  affectionate  desire  of  the  Testator  to  secure  a  pro- 
per provision  for  Miss  Pigott :  and  it  may^  perhaps, 
require  some  attention  to  prove  that  the  Testator  shows 
clearly  (as  Lord  Alvanley  states  it)  that  his  desire  ex* 
pressed,  is  to  be  controlled  by  Mrs.  Heneage.  Yet, 
without  entering  into  minute  circumstances  in  the 
clause,  let  it  be  recollected  that  if  it  import  a  trust. 
Miss  Pigott  must  be  entitled  to  a  provision  independently 
of  Mrs.  Heneage,  and  that  Miss  Pigott  would  have 
a  right  to  call  upon  the  Owners  of  the  Estate,  after 
Mrs.  Heneage'a  death,  to  perform  that  trust,  if  Mrs. 
Heneage  had  died  without  making  the  provision  so 
much  desired  by  Mr.  Heneage.  But  1  apprehend  that 
Miss  Pigott  would  fail  in  asserting  such  a  right ;  for 
the  provision  requested  was  to  be  at  the  discretion  of 
Mrs.  Heneage.  That  could  not  be  exercised  after  her 
death ;  and  a  Court  of  Equity  could  not  have  assisted 
her ;  for  a  Court  of  Equity  could  not  act  on  the  dis- 
cretion given  to  Mrs.  Heneage^  which  was  purely  per- 
sonal to  her.  And  I  believe  Courts  of  Equity  do  not 
interfere  in  cases  of  such  discretion,  when  it  is  intrusted ; 
except  in  the  case  of  charity,  which  has  always  been 
considered  as  an  excepted  case. 


Another  reason  will  occur  which  confirms  my  opinion 
upon  this  part  of  the  Will,  to  which  I  shall  advert  soon. 
I  shall  only  observe,  for  a  moment,  that  the  words : 
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*'  I  seriously  and  warmly  entreat "  in  the  clause  respect- 
ing Miss  Pigotty  though  amply  sufficient  to  raise  a  trust 
in  a  proper  place,  are  used  by  this  Testator  where,  if 
my  construction  is  right,  they  were  not  meant  to  imply 
a  Trust :  and  this  consideration  may  be  applied  to  other 
words  of  the  like  import,  unless  the  accompanying 
words  in  the  Clause  where  they  occur,  prove  the  inten- 
tion to  create  a  Trust. 


Meredith 

H£NEAGE. 


The  Testator  then  proceeds  in  these  words :  "  I  have 
devised  and  bequeathed  the  whole  of  my  said  Real  and 
Personal  Estate  hereinbefore  particularly  set  forth  unto 
my  said  dear  Wife,  and  which  she  must  acknowledge  not 
to  be  inconsiderable :"  by  which,  I  conceive;  he  must 
refer  to  the  Interest  which  the  former  part  of  the  Will 
had  given  to  her,  viz.  the  absolute  Interest  in  the  whole  ; 
and  for  the  quantum  of  which  he  seems  to  demand  her 
gratitude.  "  I  have  devised  and  bequeathed  the  whole 
of  my  said  Real  and  Personal  Estate,  unfettered  and 
unlimited."  Here,  to  recur  to  what  I  have  intimated 
before,  it  seems  evident  that  he  had  not  intended  to 
encumber  his  Widow  with  any  Imperative  Trust  for 
Miss  Pigott ;  for  these  words :  "  unfettered  and  un- 
limited "  refer  to  all  the  Estate  he  had  to  dispose  of  at 
the  instant :  and  it  seems  to  me  difficult  to  say  that, 
when  he  used  these  words  in  this  place :  '*  I  have 
devised  and  bequeathed  the  whole  of  my  said  Real  and 
Personal  Estate  hereinbefore  particularly  set  forth  unto 
my  said  dear  Wife,  and  which  she  must  acknowledge 
not  to  be  inconsiderable,  unfettered  and  unlimited  "  that 
he  could  have  had  it  in  his  contemplation  to  confine  the 
interest,  which  before  had  been  given  to  her  without 
limit,  to  a  mere  Estate  for  Life,  with  only  a  power  of 
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selection  amongst  others^  for  the  Remainder.  Then  hi 
adds  the  important  words  which  create  the  difficulty 
(and  a  very  serious  difficulty)  in  the  case  :  ''  I  devise 
to  her  unfettered  and  unlimited,  in  full  confidence  and 
with  the  firmest  persuasion  that,  in  her  future  disposi- 
tion and  distribution  thereof,  she  will  distinguish  the 
Heirs  of  my  late  Father,  by  devising  and  bequeathing 
the  whole  of  my  said  Estate,  together  and  entire,  to 
such  of  my  said  Father's  Heirs  as  she  may  think  best 
deserves  her  confidence.'^  Unquestionably,  these  words 
are  extremely  strong ;  but  when  you  connect  them  with 
the  other  words,  as  you  must  in  construing  this  Instru- 
ment, I  doubt  much  whether  they  do  more  than  only 
import  a  wish,  and  not  impose  a  command  on  the  part 
of  the  Testator. 


It  has  been  held  (and  must  I  think  be  admitted)  that,  if 
an  intention  appear,  in  any  part  of  the  Will,  to  give,  to  the 
Devisee,  a  right  or  power  to  spend  the  Property,  words 
of  equal  force  with  those  would  not  be  imperative :  for 
the  Court,  in  its  acuteness  to  extract  the  meaning, 
conceives  it  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  intention  to 
create  an  imperative  Trust,  that  the  Party  should  have 
the  right  or  power  to  dispose  of  the  Property  at  his 
pleasure,  and,  by  using  that  privilege  to  any  extent, 
leave  nothing,  or  more  or  less,  to  remain  the  subject  of 
a  Trust.  In  this  Case  the  words  *^  unfettered  and  un- 
limited," which  are  used  by  the  Testator  to  show  his 
opinion  of  the  extent  to  which  he  had  devised,  are, 
certainly,  as  strong  to  manifest  an  intention  to  convey 
the  absolute  dominion  to  the  Party,  as  if  words  had 
been  used  more  directly  authorizing  her  to  spend  it,  or 
to  deal  with  it  as  she  pleased. 
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Again,  the  Testator  seems,  in  this  paragraph,  to  look  iS^^. 

back  to  the   bequest  to  his  Wife   with  complacency     * "^ ' 

and  with  something  like  a  boast,  as  if  he  had  conferred      Meredith 
upon  her  an  obligation,  with  respect  to  Property,  as  great 
as  he  was  capable  of  doing,  and  had  cast  upon  her 
a  matter  of  as  great  bounty  as  he  could ;  for  he  de- 
scribes it  as  a  bounty  '^  unfettered  and  unlimited,"  and 
appears  to  observe  upon  it  as  entitling  him  to  call  for 
her  gratitude,  and  to  request   her  kindness    to  his 
Father's  Heirs:   and  yet,  in  the  same  breath,  if  the 
Defendant's  construction  is  correct,  he  limits  and  fetters 
this  Property  to  a  very  great  extent  indeed ;  and,  instead 
of  allowing  her  to  retain  the  absolute  Interest  which  he 
declares  her  to  possess  unlimited  and  unfettered,  he  re- 
duces her  to  the  situation  of  Tenant  for  Life  only,  with 
a  Trust  or  Power  to  appoint  the  Remainder  to  such  of 
his  Father's  Heirs  as  she  should  prefer,  objects  not 
of  her  Blood,  and  strangers  to  her  in  the  eye  of  the 
Law. 

I  confess  that,  in  this  yiew  of  the  Instrument,  there  is 
so  much  inconsistency,  that  I  have  persuaded  myself 
that  the  Testator  has  not  sufficiently  exhibited  his 
intention  to  impose  an  imperative  Trust  on  his  Wife, 
but  that,  on  the  contrary,  he  has  given  her  all  his 
Property,  real  and  personal,  absolutely,  and,  the  more 
particularly,  where  the  intention  is  to  be  extracted  from 
all  the  words  of  the  Will,  without  any  reference  to 
any  rule  of  Law  :  for  the  Heirs  take  nothing,  as  Heirs, 
but  they  take  merely  as  Devisees,  as  much  as  if  they 
were  Strangers. 

If  I  am  correct  in  my  opinion  on  this  subject,  it  is 
needless  to  proceed  further.    But,  as  I  am  not  without 
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very  serious   apprehensions   (when  I  am  apprized  of 
much  better  Judgments  than  my  own)  that  I  labour 
under  a  mistake  upon  this  point,  (though  I  certainly 
have  taken  all  the  pains    I  have  been  able    to  con- 
sider  all   the  Cases  which  have  been  adduced^   and 
all  the  Arguments  which  have  been  urged,)  it  is  neces- 
sary that  I  should  proceed  to  the  other  question,  which 
is :  Whether,  if  this  be  a  Trust,  the  objects  are  suffi- 
ciently pointed  out.     They  are  described  as  the  Heirs 
of  the  Father.    Who  are  the  Persons  intended  by  that 
description  ?    A  great  deal  of  argument  has  been  em- 
ployed upon  the  subject,  on  all  sides,  some  insisting 
that  the  Heirs  at  Law  of  the  Testator's  Father,  at  tiie 
time  of  making  the  Will  or  Codicil,  or  at  the  time  of 
his  or  his  Widow's  death,  were  meant ;  whilst  others 
contend  that  the  next  of  Kin  of  the  Testator's  Father, 
at  some  or  one  of  those  periods,  were  with,  or  exclu- 
sively of  the  Heirs  at  Law,  the  objects  intended  by  the 
Testator.     I  think  it  is  difficult  to   suppose  that  he 
meant  any  but  those  who   answered   the   description 
given  by  him  of  his  object  at  the  timeof  his  Wife's  death; 
for,  as  she  had  the  whole  period  of  her  life  to  appoint 
in,    the  Testator  probably  contemplated    those    who 
should  answer,  the  character  marked  out,  at  her  death. 


In  that  case,  he  could  have  had  no  individual  object 
or  objects  in  view;  for  he  could  not  conjecture  who 
might  survive  his  Widow.  I  own  it  appears  to  me  that, 
if  he  had  disposed  only  of  his  Real  Estate,  and  it 
was  to  be  held  in  trust,  his  Heir  or  Heirs  at  Law 
at  the  time  of  his  Widow's  death,  would  have  been 
the  Persons  intended,  the  one  of  them,  if  there 
should  be  more  than  one,  to  be  preferred  to  the  other  or 
others  of  them,  at  the  option  of  the  Widow.     But,  by 
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^is  Will^  all  his  Personal  Estate  is  given  as  the  Real 
Estate  is ;  and  though,  as  I  said  before,  it  appears^  by 
the  Master's  Report,  that  the  Personal  Estate  was  all 
exhausted  in  paying  the  Debts,  and^  therefore,  that  there 
was  no  Personal  Estate  to  pass  by  the  bequest,  yet,  in 
considering  the  Will ,  we  must  construe  it  as  if  there 
had  been  any  given  amount  of  Personal  Estate.  No 
doubt,  if  it  appears  that  the  intention  was  to  have  an 
Appointment  of  Real  and  Personal  Estates  to  the  Heirs 
at  Law,  technically  speaking,  there  could  be  no  sound 
objection  to  the  Execution  of  such  intention;  but 
I  doubt  as  to  the  Declaration  of  such  intention  by  this 
Will ;  and  I  am  not  capable  of  ascertaining,  satis- 
factorily, to  whom,  under  the  expression  in  the  Will,  the 
Widow,  if  she  was  a  Trustee,  was  to  have  appointed ;  and 
the  Court  is  now  placed  in  that  diflSculty.  For,  as  the 
Widow  (if  she  be  a  Trustee)  has  made  no  Appointment 
according  to  the  Trusts,  the  Court  is  to  declare  who 
the  objects  are;  or,  in  otlier  words,  the  Court  is  to 
declare  who  took  the  Remainder  under  Mr.  Heneage's 
Will,  Mrs.  Heneage  being,  under  the  Disposition,  Tenant 
for  Life,  with  Remainder  to  other  Persons.  I  would 
ask  to  whom  would  they  decree  both  the  Real  and  Per- 
sonal Estate  ?  Would  they  be  satisfied  that  the  Testator 
lias  pointed  out  the  Heirs  at  Law  of  his  Father,  as  the 
objects  to  take  the  Personal  as  well  as  the  Real  Estate ; 
or  the  Heirs  and  next  of  Kin,  or  the  next  of  Kia  only. 

I  confess  that  I  should  feel  myself  greatly  embar- 
rassed in  arriving  at  a  decision  upon  this  point :  and, 
if  the  objects  be  not  certain,  there  is  no  trust  imposed 
on  Mrs.  Heneage.  But  my  opinion,  I  fairly  confess,  is 
formed,  mainly,  upon  the  former  point,  though  I  have 
great  doubts  as  to  the  latter. 
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I  have  thus  taken  the  liberty  of  stating  some  of  the 
reasons  which  inflaence  my  Judgment  in  favour  of 
the  Plaintifisy  in  a  Case  where  the  intention  of  the 
Testator^  extracted,  as  it  must  be^  from  all  the  words  of 
his  Willy  must  govern,  and  where  I  think  the  intention 
ought  to  be  clearly  and  satisfactorily  expressed,  and,  the 
more  especially,  as,  in  my  opinion,  (which  is  strength- 
ened by  that  of  a  very  great  Judge  to  whom  I  have  before 
referred,)  the  Decisions  upon  this  subject  have  been,  in 
general,  a  surprise  upon  a  Testator,  and  never,  in  any 
Case,  so  much  as  in  this.  For  this  is,  in  speckj  a  per- 
fectly new  Case.  There  is  nothing  resembling  it  any  Case 
I  have  ever  yet  seen,  or  that  has  ever  been  pointed  out.  It 
will  be  seen  that  the  Testator  ostentatiously  proclaims  io 
his  Wife  that  he  had  given  her,  and  meant  to  give  her 
the  absolute  Interest ;  and  yet  I  am  required  to  attri^ 
bute  to  him  a  covert  meaning,  from  whence  it  is  to  be 
inferred,  (and  not  only  inferred,)  that,  in  fact,  he  gave 
her  only  an  Interest  for  Life,  something  like  a  species 
of  fraudulent  dealing  of  which  the  Testator,  I  think, 
could  not  have  been  guilty. 


Graham^  B.  was  of  opinion  that,  by  the  Testator's 
Will,  a  Trust  was  created,  as  to  the  inheritance  of  the 
Estates,  for  the  Persons  who  might  be  the  Heirs  at  Law 
of  the  Testator's  Father  at  the  decease  of  the  Testator's 
Widow. 

Woody  B.  also  was  of  opinion  that  a  Trust  was  created 
as  to  the  inheritance;  but  that  learned  Judge  thought  that 
the  disposition  of  Estates,  made  by  the  Widow,  was 
a  due  execution  of  the  Trust. 


Garrow,  B.  agreed  with  the  Lord  Chief  Baron. 
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The  Decree,  on  further  directions,  directed  the  Trusts 
of  the  WiUs  of  the  Testator  and  Testatrix  to  be  carried 
into  execution;  and  declared  that  George  Heneage 
Walker  Heneage  was  entitled  to  an  Estate  for  Life  in 
such  parts  of  the  Testator's  Real  Estates  as  were  unsold 
and  undisposed  of  by  the  Testatrix,  as  were  devised  to 
him  by  the  Will  and  Codicils  of  the  Testatrix,  subject 
to  the  term  of  500  years,  with  such  Limitations  oyer  as 
were  contained  in  the  Will  and  Codicils  of  the  Testa- 
trix ;  and  that  the  Bill  should  be  dismissed  as  against 
John  Cakrq/i  and  Henrietta  Arabella  Meredith,  with 
Costs  to  be  taxed,  &c. 
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From  this  Decree  the  two  last-named  Parties  appealed 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 


The  Case  for  the  Appellants  concluded  as  follows  : 
^'  The  said  Appellants  have  appealed  to  your  Lord- 
ships against  so  much  of  the  said  Decree  made  in  the 
said  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  the  said  Cause  upon  fur- 
ther directions,  as  declares  that  the  said  Defendant, 
G.  //.  W,  Heneage,  is  entitled  to  an  Estate  for  life  in 
certain  parts  of  the  Real  Estate,  of  the  said  Testator, 
J,  W.  Heneage^  as  were  unsold  and  undisposed  of  by 
the  said  Testatrix,  Arabella  Walker  Heneage,  in  her  life- 
time devised  to  him  by  the  said  Will  and  Codicils  of 
the  said  Testatrix,  subject  to  the  said  term  of  500  years, 
vested  in  the  said  Respondents,  "R.  Nicholas  and  Edward 
Goddardf  with  such  Limitations  over  as  are  contained 
in  the  said  Will  of  the  said  Testatrix,  and  as  thereupon 
orders,  adjudges  and  decrees  that  the  said  Bill  shall 
stand  dismissed  out  of  the  Court  against  the  said  Ap- 
pellants, with  Costs  to  be  taxed  for  them ;  and  by  all 
other  the  orders  and  directions  contained  in  the  said 
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Decree  of  the  said  Court,  upon  further  directions, 
touching  such  parts  of  the  Real  Estate  of  the  said 
Testator,  J.  W.  Heneage,  as  aforesaid,  consequent  upon 
the  aforesaid  Declaration  of  the  said  Court,  that  the 
said  Plaintiff,  G.  H.  W,  Heneage,  is  entitled  to  an 
Estate  for  Life  in  the  same,  subject  as  aforesaid :  inas- 
much as  the  said  Appellants  are  advised  and  insist  that 
the  Devises  and  Bequests  contained  in  the  said  Will 
of  the  said  Testatrix,  Arabella  Walker  Heneage,  of  the 
Real  and  Personal  Estates  of  the  said  Testator,  J.  W. 
Heneage,  are  void,  except  so  far  as  regards  the  Provi- 
sion thereby  made  for  the  said  Arabella  Atm  Caroline 
Jenny  Pigott,  so  long  as  she  remains  sole  and  unmar- 
ried; and  that  the  said  Appellants,  as  Heirs  at  Law  as 
well  of  the  said  John  Walker,  the  Father  of  the  said 
Testator,  John  Walker  Heneage,  as  of  the  said  Testator, 
J,  W,  Heneage,  are  entitled  to  the  said  Real  and  Per- 
sonal Estates  of  the  said  Testator,  J.  W.  Heneage, 
subject  to  the  Provision  so  made  by  the  said  Will  of 
the  said  Testatrix,  Arabella  Walker  Heneage,  for  the 
said  A.  A.  C.  Jenny  Pigott  as  aforesaid ;  for  the  follow- 
ing amongst  other  reasons : 


1 .  Because  the  said  Testator,  J.  W,  Heneage,  by  his 
said  Will,  imposed  a  Trust  upon  his  said  Wife,  the  said 
Testatrix,  Arabella  Walker  Heneage,  (after  making  a 
suitable  Provision  out  of  his  Real  Estate  for  the  said 
A.  A,C.  J.  Pigott,  for  her  life,  in  manner  mentioned  in 
the  said  Will,)  to  devise  and  bequeath  the  whole  of  his 
Real  and  Personal  Estate,  together  and  entire,  to  one  of 
the  Heirs  of  his  late  Father,  John  Walker,  giving  her 
power  only  to  select  such  one  of  the  Heirs  of  his  the  said 
Testator's  said  Father  as  she  might  think  best  deserved 
her  preference.  And  because  the  Property  which  was  the 
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sobject  of  the  Trust  was  certain,  viz.  the  Real  and 
Personal  Estate  of  the  Testator  t02:ether  and  entire, 
snbject  to  such   Income  out  of  tJie  Testator's   Real 
Estate  as  his  said  Wife  should   secure  to  the   said 
A.A.C.J.  Pigotty  for  her  life,  in  the  manner  mentioned 
in  his  said  Will.    And  because  the  Persons  in  whose 
favour  the  Trust  was  imposed,  were  certain,  viz.  the 
Heirs  of  the  said  Testator's  Father,  John  Walker^  to  one 
of  whom  the  said  Testator's  Wife  (after  making  a  suit- . 
able  Provision  out  of  the  Testator's  Real  Estate  for  the 
said  A.  A.  C.J.  Pigott,  for  her  Hfe,  as  aforesaid)  was 
to  devise  and  bequeath  the  said  Testator's  Real  and 
Personal  Estate  together  and  entire.     It  is  to  be  ob- 
served that,  at  the  time  the  said  Testator  made  his  said 
Will,  he  had  two  Sisters  living,  who,  in  case  of  his 
death,  would  be  the  Heirs  of  his  said  Father,  and  both 
of  whom  having  Issue  living  at  the  time,  the  probability 
was  that  the  said  Testator's  Wife  would  have  a  power 
of  selection  amongst  the  Heirs  of  the  said  Testator's 
Father,  and  which  in  fact  happened,  there  having  been 
two  Heirs  of  the  Testator's  Father  living,  as  well  at  the 
respective   times   of  the  Testator's  making  his  Will, 
(setting  himself  out  of  the  question)  and  of  his  death, 
as  at  the  respective  times  of  the  said  Testatrix  making 
her  said  Will  and  Codicils,  and  of  her  death." 
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2.  *'  Because  the  word  "  Heirs"  in  the  Clause  in  ques- 
tion in  the  said  Testator's  Will,  must  be  construed  in 
its  plain  and  usual  acceptation,  as  meaning  the  very 
Heirs  of  the  said  Testator's  said  Father  at  the  time  of 
the  said  Testatrix  making  her  selection  and  death,  that 
being  the  meaning  of  the  word  '*  Heirs"  whenever  it  is 
used  as  a  designation  of  the  Person  or  Persons  to  take, 
and  there  being  nothing  in  this  case  to  call  for  a  depar* 
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ture  from  such  meaning  of  the  word.  And  because  the 
meaning  which  the  said  Respondents^  the  Plaintiffs  in 
the  said  Cause,  put  upon  it,  viz.  all  the  Heirs  of  the 
said  Testator's  Father  present  and  to  come,  proximate 
and  remote,  so  as  to  admit  of  the  said  Testatrix  select- 
ing any  Descendants  of  the  said  Testator's  Father, 
though  not  one  of  the  very  Heirs,  to  whom  to  give  his 
Real  and  Personal  Estate,  is  strained,  unnatural,  and 
unwarranted  by  any  decided  Case." 

3.  ^*  Because,  supposing  the  power,  given  by  the  said 
Testator  to  the  said  Testatrix,  to  have  enabled  her  to  de* 
vise  and  bequeath  his  Real  and  Personal  Estate  to  any 
Descendant  of  the  said  Testator's  said  Father,  though 
not  one  of  the  very  Heirs,  yet  she  has  not  well  executed 
the  power,  inasmuch  as  she  has  not,  after  making  Pnv- 
vision  for  the  said  A.  A.  C.  J.  Pigott,  for  her  Life,  as 
mentioned  in  the  Case,  given  the  said  Testator's  Real  and 
Personal  Estate,  together  and  entire,  to  one  of  such 
Descendants  whom  she  might  think  best  deserved  her 
preference,  but  has  given  certain  Articles  of  the  said 
Testator's  Personal  Estate,  which  remained  in  her  hands, 
in  Specie,  to  Persons  entirely  strangers  in  blood  to  the 
said  Testator's  said  Father ;  and,  after  making  Provision 
for  the  said  A.  A.  C.  J.  Pigott,  for  her  Life,  as  men- 
tioned in  the  Case,  has  devised  the  said  Testator's 
general  Real  Estate  to  divers  of  the  Descendants  of  the 
said  Testator's  said  Father,  for  limited  Estates  and  In- 
terests, in  succession,  in  strict  Settlement,  and  has  made 
certain  Provisions,  out  of  such  Real  Estate,  for  Persons 
entirely  strangers  in  blood  to  the  said  Testator's  sfod 
Father,  and  for  purposes  not  authorized  by  the  said 
Testator's  Will,  besides  having  sold  and  disposed  of 
certain  parta  of  such  Real  Estate  in  her  Lifetime." 
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The  Appeal  haTing  been  heard.  The   JU^rd  CAon- 
ceUor(e)  said  that  it  would  be  difficult  to   say  that 
the  Devise  to  the  Testator's  Widow  created  a  Condition^ 
as  there  was  a  degree  of  uncertainty  who  was  to  take 
advantage  of  a  breach  of  the  Condition ;  that  the  only 
question  was  whether  it  created  a  Trust:  that»  if  a  confi- 
dence was  reposed  in  the  Devisee,  but  it  appeared  that 
the  Testator  did  not  mean  absolutely  to  control  the  Will 
of  his  Devisee,  though  the  subject  and  object  of  the 
intented  Provision  were  both  certain,  no  Trust  would 
be  created :  That  it  was  impossible  for  a  Testator  to 
express  recommendation  and  entreaty  more  strongly 
than  he  had  done  with  regard  to  Miss  Pigott,  and  that 
the  words  used,  for  that  purpose,  were  quite  sufficient  to 
create  a  Trust,  if  the  other  expressions  in  the  same 
part  of  the  Will  had  been  sufficient  for  that  purpose  : 
That  there  was  a  certainty  as  to  the  person,  but  not  as 
to  the  quantity  of  property  to  be  given  to  her,  which 
was  left  in  the  Wife's  discretion :  That  the  Testator, 
though  he  intended  to  impose  a  moral  obligation  on 
his  Wife,  could  not  mean  to  impose  a  legal  one  upon 
her,  or  else  he  would  not  have  used  the  terms  ''  uu- 
limited  and  unfettered,''  or  have  designated  the  Pro- 
perty he  had  left   her  as  very  considerable,  because, 
if  he  intended  her  to  have  a  Life  Interest  only  in  it, 
her   enjoyment  might   have   been  very  momentary  : 
That  there  was  very  considerable  difficulty  in  saying 
wjio  were  the  Persons  who  were  described  as  the  Heirs 
of  the  Testator's  Father,  and  in  reconciling,  the  direc- 
tion that  the  Property  should  go  altogether  and  entire, 
with  the  wish  expressed,  by  the  Testator,   that  his 
Wife  should  not  only  make  a  disposition,  but  a  distri- 
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1824.  bution  of  it:  that  the  Cases  of  Brown  v.  Biggs (f), 

"■       ^        '      and  Harding  v.  Glyn(g),  which  had  been  relied  on  for 
Meredith      ^[,g  Appellants,  did  not   govern  this  Case :  and  that 

this  was  not  a  Case  in  which  the  Testator  meant  to 
impose  that  obligation  which  would  convert  the  Tes- 
tatrix into  a  Trustee  :  and  that,  therefore,  the  Decision 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was  right. 

Lord  Redesdale  said  that  all  cases  of  this  description, 
were  to  be  considered  with  very  considerable  strictness, 
as  it  was  a  very  inconvenient  mode  of  disposition: 
That  the  Appellants  could  not  claim  under  the  will,  but 
must  claim  against  it,  either  because  a  condition  had 
been  broken,  or  a  trust  not  duly  executed  :  That,';^in  all 
the  Cases  that  had  been  referred  to,  there  were  persons 
who  were  defined  to  be  objects  of  the  Trust;  and,  if  the 
Trust  was  not  executed  by  the  Trustee,  the  Court  took 
upon  itself  to  execute  it  according  to  what  it  conceived 
to  be  the  intent  of  the  Testator  :  That  that  could  not  be 
done  here,  as  the  estate  could  not  be  conveyed,  to 
the  two  Appellants,  entire  :  That  a  condition  was  not 
created,  as  the  Testator  declared  that  he  had  given  his 
property,  to  his  wife,  '*  unfettered  and  unlimited  ;"  and 
that  his  Lordship  perfectly  agreed  with  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  (A). 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  Appeal  be 
dismissed,  and  the  Decree  complained 
of  affirmed. 

(/)  8  Ve8.56i.  (g)  1  Atk.469. 

{h)  The  above  report  of  the  opinions  delivered  by  Lordi 
Eldun  and  Kedesdale,  was  extracted  from  the  notes  of  a  short- 
hand writer,  with  which  Mr.  Prbsxon  kindly  furnished  ihe 
Keporter, 
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The   Appellants'    case  was  signed  by  Mr.  Heald, 
Mr.  Shadwell,  Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Boteler\  and  the 
three  cases  for    the    Respondents,    by    Sir    Charles      Meredith 
Wetherell,  S.  G.,  Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Preston,  Mr. 
Home  and  Mr.  Lynch,  and  Mr.  Wray  and  Mr.  Coote. 
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ACCOUNT. 

Where  the  usual  decree  for  accounts 
against  a  personal  representative, 
has  been  taken  upon  motion,  the 
Master  ought  to  require  the  vouch- 
ers to  be  produced,  although  the 
answer  is  not  replied  to.  [Daven* 
port  V,  Dat)cnport]     -     -    -     512 

AFFIDAVIT. 

No  affidavit  is  necessary  to  support 
a  motion,  by  a  plaintiff  in  an  inter- 
pleading suit,  for  liberty  to  pay  the 
money  into  court,  and  for  an  in- 
junction. [IValbajikev.  Sparks]  385 

AGREEMENT. 

1.  A  partner,  who  superintended, 
exclusively,  the  accounts  of  the 
concern,  agreed  to  purchase  his 
co-partner's  share  of  ihe  business, 
for  a  sum,  which  he  knew,  from 
accounts  in  his  possession,  but 
which  he  concealed  from  his  co- 
partner, was  an  inadequate  consi- 
deration :  the  agreement  was  set 
aside.  [Maddeford  v.  AustooicL 
Austwick  v.  Maddeford]   -     -     89 

d.  An  agreement  will  not  be  avoided 
by  reason  that  repre8entations,made 


by  one  party  to  the  other  upon  the 
subject  of  the  agreement,  are  not 
correct,  if  it  be  manifest  that  the 
party  making  the  representations 
is  speaking,  not  from  personal 
knowledge,  but  with  reference  to 
accounts  which  were  equally  open 
to  both  parties,  and  if  the  repre- 
sentations be  justified  by  those  ac- 
counts.    [Harris  Y.  Kemble.]  ill 

See  Carrier — Misrepresenta- 
tion.— Parent  and  Child. 

ALIEN. 
See  Foreign  States* 


AMENDMENT. 

A  bill  may  be  amended  by  adding 
plaintiffs ,  notwithsUnding  the  de- 
fendants have  answered  it.  [Hick- 
ens  v.  Cong f  eve]   -    -    -    -    500 

See  Depositions.-Practice,  1,  a.  8. 


ANNUITY. 

1.  An  annuity  given  to  A.  for  his 
personal  support^  not  to  be  liable 
to  his  debts,  and  to  be  paid  from 
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time  to  time  into  his  proper  hands, 
and  not  to  any  other  person,  and 
his  receipt  only  to  be  a  suHficient 
discharge,  passes,  on  A/s  bank- 
ruptcy, to  his  assignees.  [Graves 
V.  Dolphin] 66 

fi.  An  asBignment  of  150/.,  part  of 
the  dividends  of  a  sum  of  stock  to 
which  the  vendor  was  entitled  for 
life,  with  a  proviso  that  the  pur- 
chaser should  not  receive  any  part 
of  the  dividends  tlien  growing  due, 
but  a  proportionable  part  of  the 
150/.,  is  a  grant  of  an  annuity  to 
that  amount,  and  must  be  memo- 
rialized. [Charretie  y,  Vause]  153 

See  Consideration. 

ANSWER. 

1.  Exceptions  to  an  answer  having 
been  allowed,  plaintiff  obtained  an 
order  to  amend  and  for  defendant  to 
answer  the  exceptions  and  amend- 
ments at  the  same  time ;  defend- 
ant put  in  an  answer  to  tlie  amended 
bill  only ;  the  plaintiff  then  issued 
an  attachment.  Held  that  it  was 
irregular,  and  that  plaintiff  ought 
to  have  moved  to  take  the  second 
answer  off  the  file.  [De  Tastet  v. 
Lopez]     -------11 

2.  A  broker  in  the  City  of  London 
must  answer  a  bill  of  discovery  in 
aid  of  an  action  brought  against 
him  by  his  employer,  for  miscon- 
duct ;  although  the  discovery  will 
subject  him  to  the  penalties  of  bond, 
given  by  him,  to  the  corporation, 
on  his  admission.  [Green  v. 
Wearer]      ------     40+ 
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3.  Leave  given  to  file  a  supplementid 
answer  to  a  bill  for  dower,  in  order 
to  state  a  fine  and  nonclaim,  omit-* 
ted,  through  ighorance,  in  the 
original  answer.  [Jackson  v. 
Parish] 5^5 

See  PuACTicE,  8.  11.  13. 

APPLICATION  OF  PAYMENTS. 

A .  the  widow  and  administratrix  of  B., 
continues  B.'s  trade  afler  his  de- 
cease. B.  at  his  death,  was  in- 
debted toC.  on  balance  of  account. 
A ,  continues  to  receive  goods  from, 
and  to  make  payments  to  C,  as  B. 
had  done,  and  she  is  charged,  in 
account,  by  C.  with  the  debt.  The 
payments  made  by  her  to  C-  ex- 
ceed the  debt ;  but  a  balance 
is  ultimately  due  to  C.  Held  that 
A.'s  debt  was  discharged  by  B.'s 
payments;  and  that  the  ultimate 
balance  can  not  be  proved  against 
B/s  estate.  [Sterndale  v.  Hankin- 
son] 393 

ARBITRATION. 

Although  a  reference  to  arbitration 
is  made  an  order  of  the  court,  either 
party  may  revoke  the  authority  of 
the  arbitrator  before  the  award  is 
made;  but  it  is  a  high  contempt 
80  to  do.     [Haggett  y.  Welsh]    134 

ASSETS. 

1.  Testator  gave  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  persons,  whom  he 
afterwards  appointed  his  executors, 
in  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  sell 
an  advowsoii,  and  apply  the  pr*>» 
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ceeds  in  discharge  of  his  debts  and 
legacies,  and,  if  they  should  be 
insufficient,  then  to  raise,  the  de- 
ficiency, by  sale  or  mortgage  of  his 
real  estates,  and  directed  his  exe- 
cutors to  retain  their  expenses,  but 
did  not  expressly  declare  any  trust 
as  to  his  personal  estate.  Held 
that  the  personal  estate  was  pri- 
marily applicable  to  the  payment 
of  testator's  debts.      [Rhodes  v. 

Rudge\ 79 

2.  A  judgment,  obtained  in  the  Lord 
Mayor's  court,  against  the  gar- 
nishee, will  not  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  rank  as  a  judgment-creditor  in 
the  administration  of  the  garnishee's 
assets.     [Holt  v.  Murray]  -    485 

See  Executor,  1. — Widow. 

ASSIGNEES. 
See  Annuity,  1. — Parties,  3. 

ASSURANCE, 
See  Policy  of  Assurance. 

ATTACHMENT. 

1.  Exceptions  to  an  answer  having 
been  allowed  plaintiff  obtained  an 
order  to  amend  and  for  defendant 
to  answer  the  exceptions  and 
amendments  at  the  same  time; 
defendant  put  in  an  answer  to  the 
amended  bill  only :  the  plaintiflf 
then  issued  an  attachment.  Held 
that  it  was  irregular,  and  that 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  moved  to 
take  the  second  answer  off  the  file. 
[De  Taster  v.  Lopez]   ---11 

2.  An  order  for  time  to  answer,  unless 
drawn  up  and  served,  will  not  stop 
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an  attachment.      [Gai^ler  v.  Fitz* 
John]     -------    386 

3.  Attachment  granted  for  non- 
appearanre  to  a  subpoena  served 
abroad.     [Nichol  v.  Gwyn]    -  389 

ATTACHMENT  (FOREIGN.) 

A  judgment,  in  the  Lord  Mayor's 
court,  obtained  against  the  gar- 
nishee, does  not  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff to  rank  as  a  judgment-creditor 
in  the  administration  of  the  gar- 
nishee's assets.    [Holt  v.  Murray] 

485 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

A  few  of  a  large  number  of  persons 
may  institute  a  suit  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  the  rest,  for  relief 
against  acts  injurious  to  their  com- 
mon right,  although  the  majority 
approve  of  those  acts,  and  disap- 
prove of  the  institution  of  the  suit : 
and  the  Attorney-General  need  not 
be  a  party  to  it.  But  where  the  whole 
body  concur  in  an  abuse,  the  suit 
must  be  instituted  by  the  Attorney- 
General.    [Bromley  v.  Smith]      8 

BANKRUPT. 

1.  An  annuity  given  to  A.  for  his 
personal  support,  not  to  be  liable  to 
his  debts,  and  to  be  paid  from  time 
to  time  into  his  proper  hands,  and 
not  to  any  other  person,  and  his 
receipt  only  to  be  a  sufficient  dis* 
charge,  passes,  on  A.'s  bankruptcy, 
to  his  assignees.  [Gravef  v.  Dot' 
phin] 66 

s.  A.,  the  widow  and  administratrix 
of  B.,  continues  B.'s  trade  after  his 
decease.    B.,  at  his  death,  was  in- 
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debted  to  C,  on  balance  of  ac- 
counts, A.  continues  to  receive 
goods  from,  and  to  make  payments 
to  €•  as  B.  had  done,  and  she  is 
charged,  in  account,  by  C.  with  the 
debt.  The  payments  made  by  her 
to  C.  exceed  the  debt,  but  a  ba- 
lance is  ultimately  due  to  C.  Held 
that  A/s  debt  was  discharged  by 
B.'b  payments,  and  that  the  ulti* 
mate  balance  cannot  be  proved 
against  B/s  estate  [Stenidak  v. 
HanUnson]     *    -    -    -    -    393 

Sec  Commission  of  Bankrupt. — 
Injunction,  a. — Equity,  a. — 
pRACTicx,  II  &  21. 

BARON  AND  FEME. 

Sm  Debtor  and  Creditor. — Feme 
CovERTE. —  Specialty  Credi- 
tor, 1. 

BILL  (RESTORING  OF). 
See  Practice,  19. 

BONUS. 
5tfe  Policy  of  Assurance,  1. 

BROKER. 

A  broker  in  the  city  of  London  must 
answer  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of 
an  action  brought  against  him,  by 
his  employer,  for  misconduct ;  al- 
though the  discovery  will  subject 
him  to  the  penalty  of  abend  given 
by  him  to  the  corporation  on  his 
admission.  [Green  v.  Weaver}  404 

BUBBLE. 
See  Equity,  3. 


CARRIER. 
A.  R.  &c.  were  common  carriers  frora 
L.  to  F.,  a  separate  portion  of  the 
road  being  allotted  to  each,  and  it 
having  been  stipulated,  also,  that 
no  partnership  should  exist  between 
them.  A.,  for  himself  and  the  other 
parties,  agrees,  with  the  Mint, 
to  carry  coin  from  L.  to  F.,  and 
afterwards  makes  another  agree- 
ment, with  the  Mint,  to  carry  other 
coin  to  places  not  on  the  road: 
Held  that  all  the  parties  were  en- 
titled to  share  in  the  profits  of  this 
agreement.     [RusseU  v.  Aushaick] 

CERTinCATE. 

See  Master's  Certificate. 

CHARGES. 

See  Merger. 

CHARITY. 

Where  the  trusts  of  a  deed  and  will 
were  to  found  a  school,  for  the 
education  of  gentlemens'  sons,  in 
a  particular  house  built  by  the 
founder ;  and  it  was  provided  that, 
if  the  school  were  not  established, 
the  funds  should  be  applied,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  trustees,  to  some 
other  purpose  conducing  to  the 
good  of  the  county  of  Westmor- 
'  land,  and  the  parish  of  Lowther 
especially;  the  charity,  as  to  the 
sdiool,  havmg  altogether  fiuled,  by 
the  school-house  having  been  built 
on  a  part  of  the  founder's  family  es- 
tate, of  which  he  was  tenant  for 
life  only,  the  Court  referred  it  to 
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the  Master  to  settle  a  scheme  for 
the  benefit  of  the  county  of  W. 
and  the  parish  of  L.  especially. 
[The  Attomey^enend  v.  The 
Earl  of  Lonsdale}      •    -    -     105 

COMMISSION  OF  BANKRUPT. 

No  objection  can  be  taken,  at  the 
hearing  of  a  cause,  to  the  validity 
of  a  commission  of  bankrupt,  un- 
less the  requisite  notice  be  given, 
although  the  objection  appears 
upon  the  proceedings,  and  requires 
no  evidence  to  support  it«  [Bevan 
V.  Levsis.  Stoics  v.  Whitaker]    376 

COMMISSION  OF  PARTITION. 
See  Partition. 

COMMISSION  TO  EXAMINE 

WITNESSES. 

See  Laches— Plea. 

CONSIDERATION. 
A  grant  of  an  annuity  to  the  grantor's 
sister,  though  expressed  to  be  made 
for  natural  love  and  affection,  may 
be  proved  to  have  been  made  in 
consideration  of  her  marriage,  and 
will  entitle  her  to  rank  as  a  spe- 
cialty creditor  of  the  grantor. 
[Tanner  v.  Bpie]      -    -    -     160 

CONSTRUCTION. 
1.  Tenant  for  life  unimpeachable  of 
waste,  except  in  the  park,  demesne 
lands,  and  woods  adjoining  the  ca- 
pital messuage,  there  being  no 
woods  of  that  description,  cannot 
cut  timber  in  any  of  the  woods 
that  are  either  an  ornament  or 
shelter  to  the  messuage.  \^Netv 
digate  Y.  KevedigaW]      -    -     131 
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2.  A  policy  of  insurance,  for  3,oooiL, 
on  A.'8  life,  was  assigned  to  trus- 
tees, and,  by  a  deed  of  even  date, 
trusts  were  declared  of  it^  by  the 
description  of:  ^  The  sum  of 
3,000/.,  for  which  A.'s  life  was 
insured,"  and  power  was  given  to 
B.  to  dispose  of  it  by  will.  B., 
after  reciting  the  settlement)  be- 
queathed 1,000/.,  part  of  the  sum 
of  3,000/.,  to  A.,  and  the  remain- 
ing sum  of  2,000/.  to  C.  At  A.'s 
death  9,000/.  were  received  under 
the  policy :  Held  thai  the  whole 
frmts  of  the  policy  were  subject 
to  the  trusts  of  the  setdement, 
and  passed,  by  the  bequests,  tm  A. 
and  C.,  in  proportion  to  their  lega- 
cies.    [Courtney  y.  Ferrers}    137 

3.  Tlie  word  <^  hereinafter*'  construed 
<*  herein."    [Beng<ni^h  v.  Edndge] 

173 

4.  A  feme  covert  having  power  to 

dispose,  by  will,  of  peisonal  pro- 
perty, and  of  a  real  estate  at  N., 
by  her  will,  after  reciting  the 
power,  gave  several  pecuniary  le- 
gacies, and  then  gave,  to  her  hus- 
band, her  fields  and  house  at  N., 
likewise  the  remainder  of  her  per- 
sonalty, and  all  she  might  die  pos- 
sessed of  after  payment  of  her 
debts,  legacies,  and  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses :  Held  that 
the  husband  took  a  life-estate  only 
in  the  realty,  notwithstanding  the 
gift  to  him  of  all  the  testatrix 
might  die  possessed  o£  [Monk  v. 
Maxvdsleyl  ------    286 

5.  A  testator  gave  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  trustees  in  trust, 
as  to  one  moiety,  for  A.  for  life, 
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with  remainder  to  her  children, 
.  and,  as  to  the  other  moiety,  for  B. 
and  her  children,  in  like  manner. 
By  a  codicil,  he  declared  that  his 
estates  should  not  be  divided 
equally  between  A.  and  B.,  but  in 
proportion  to  the  number  of  their 
children;  and  he  left  A.  and  B. 
jointly,  his  residuary  legatees.  By 
another  codicil,  in  order  to  prevent 
disputes,  he  gave  one  of  his  estates 
.  to  A.  and  her  heirs,  and  the  other 
to  B.  and  her  heirs,  tlie  number  of 
their  children  nearly  equalizing  the 
value  of  the  two  estates.  In  a 
subsequent  codicil  he  mentioned 
that  he  had  bequeathed  the  first 
estate  to  A.  and  her  children,  and 
the  second  to  B.  and  her  children : 
Held  that  A.  and  B.  were  entitled 
to  these  estates  for  their  lives  only, 
with  remainders  to  their  children, 
and  that  they  were  not  entitled  to 
the  personal  estate  absolutely,  but 
for  their  lives  only,  with  remainders 
to  their  children,  and  in  shares 
proportioned  to  the  number  of  their 
children.    [Lushington  v.  Sewell] 

435 
6.  A  testator  directed  that  one  of  his 
residuary  legatees  should  be  an- 
swerable for  all  debts  due  to  him 
from  the  father  of  the  legatee. 
A  debt,  though  usurious,  must  be 
deducted  from  the  legatee's  share. 
[Stanton  v.  KnigJU     -    -     -    482 

7-  Trust,  created  by  will,  to  pur- 
chase land,  to  be  added  and 
closely  entailed  to  a  testator's 
family  estate  in  possession  of  T.  B. ; 
testator  declaring  that  his  object 


INDEX. 


was  to  have  a  head  to  the  family  i 
and  that,  if  T.  B.  shoidd  die  with- 
out male  issue,  or  dispose  of  the 
family  estate,  the  residue  of  bis 
fortune  ahould  go  to  A.  B.  or  his 
nearest  relative  in  the  male  line  ; 
how  to  be  executed.  [JFoolmore 
V.  Burrows] 5^* 

8.  Testator  having  given  an  annuity 
to  one  of  his  next  of  kin,  and  ex- 
pressed a  reason  for  giving  nothing 
to  the  others,  gave  the  residue  of 
his  property  to  his  wife,  recom- 
mending to  her  and  not  doubting 
that  she  would  consider  his  near 
relations,  as  he  would  have  done  if 
he  had  survived  her.  Held  that 
there  is  no  trust  for  the  next  of 
kin,  but  that  the  wife  takes  the 
residue  absolutely.  [Sale  v.  Moore] 

534 

9.  Testator,  after  giving  his  real  and 
personal  estates  to  his  wife  in  fee, 
said  that  he  had  given  the  same 
to  her  unfettered  and  unlimited, 
in  full  confidence  that,  in  her  future 
disposition  thereof,  she  would  dis- 
tinguish the  heirs  of  his  late  father, 
by  devising  the  whole  of  his  estate 
together  and  entire  to  such  of  bis 
father's  heirs  as  she  might  think 
best  deserved  her  preference. 
Held  that  no  trust  was  created. 
[Meredith  v.  Heneage]    -     -     542 

See  Custom  of  London. — Power. 
— West  India  Estate.  , 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  ORDER. 

A  party  ordered  to  produce  books, 
i^c.  before  the  Maste%  is  bound  to 
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leave  theni,  if  the  Master  thinks 
fit  so  to  direct.  [Sidden  v.  Lid- 
diard] 388 

CONTEMPT. 

Although  a  reference  to  arbitration 
is  made  under  an  order  of  the 
court,  either  party  may  revoke  the 
authority  of  the  arbitrator  before 
the  award  is  made ;  but  it  is  a  high 
contempt  so  to  do.  [Hagget  v. 
Wehh]  -------     134 

CONVERSION. 

Testatrix  gave  her  real  and  personal 
estate  to  trustees,  to  sell,  and  di- 
rected that  the  proceeds  of  her 
real  estate  should  be  taken  as  part 
of  her  personal  estate,  that  out  of 
the  monies  to  arise  by  such  sale, 
and  out  of  all  other  her  personal 
estate,  her  legacies  should  be  paid, 
and  gave  the  residue  to  A.  for  life, 
with  remainder  over  :  Held  that 
the  real  estate  was  absolutely  con- 
verted into  personalty,  and  that 
some  of  the  legacies,  which  had 
lapsed,  belonged  to  the  residuary 
legatee,  and  not  to  the  heir.  The 
legacies  not  having  been  paid  with- 
in a  year  after  testatrix's  death, 
A.  is  not  entitled  to  that  year's  in- 
come, but  it  forms  part  of  the 
capital  of  the  residue.  [Amphlett 
V.  Parke\     ----..     275 

COSTS. 

A  plaintiff  resident  abroad,  who  had 
been  ordered  to  give  security  for 
costs,  but  had  not  complied,  order- 
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ed  to  give  the  security,  and  on 
default  his  bill  to  be  dismissed. 
[Camac  v.  Grant]      -     -     -     348 

CUSTOM  OF  LONDN. 

The  personal  estate  of  an  honorary 
freeman  of  the  city  of  London,  is, 
in  case  of  his  dying  intestate,  dis- 
tributable according  to  the  custom 
of  London,  and  his  widow  is  not 
barred  of  her  customary  share  by 
a  settlement  which  is  expressed  to 
be  in  lieu  of  all  dower,  or  thirds, 
or  other  portion  at  common  law,  o)^ 
otherwise,  out  of  his  freehdd  and 
copyhold  lands.  [Onslow  v.  Ons- 
low]     18 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

1.  The  wife  of  a  bankrupt,  having 
separate  property,  died  in  France, 
in  possession  of  other  property 
there,  which  was  claimed,  by  the 
creditors,  as  belonging  to  the 
husband.  She,  by  will,  disposed 
of  all  her  separate  estate,  except 
1,500/.  consols  (which,  in  default 
of  appointment,  was  held  in  trust 
for  her  executors  or  administra- 
tors), and  appointed  a  lady,  resi- 
dent in  France,  her  executrix. 
Injunction  granted,  at  the  suit  of 
the  assignees,  to  restrain  the  trans- 
fer of  the  consols ;  but  refused  as 
to  the  rest  of  the  separate  estate. 
[Stead  V.  Clay]      -     -     -    -    3^4 

a.  A.  the  widow  and  administratrix 
of  B.  continues  B.'s  trade  after  his 
decease.  B.,  at  his  death,  was  in- 
debted to  C.  on  balance  of  account; 
A.  continues  to  receive  goods  from 
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a. 
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and  to  make  payments  to  C.  as  B. 
had  done,  and  she  is  charged,  in 
account,  by  C.  with  the  debt.  The 
payments  made  by  her  to  C.  ex- 
ceed the  debt:  but  a  balance  is 
ultimately  due  to  C.  Held  that 
A/s  debt  was  discharged  by  B/s 
payments,  and  that  the  ultimate 
balance  cannot  be  proved  against 
B/s  Estate.  [Siemdale  v.  Hau'^ 
kimon] 393 

DEFENDANT. 

A  broker  in  the  City  of  London  must 
answer  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid  of 
an  action,  brought  against  him,  by 
his  employer,  for  misconduct,  al- 
though the  discovery  will  subject 
him  to  the  penalties  of  a  bond 
given  by  him  to  the  corporation  on 
his  admission.    [Green  v.  Weaver] 

404 
See  Practice,  11. 

DELAY. 
See  Laches. 

DEMURRER. 

1.  A  speaking  demurrer  is  where 
a  new  fact  is  introduced  which  is 
necessary  to  support  tlie  demurrer. 
\Davks  V.  Williams']    -    -    -    5 

8.  The  eight  days  within  which  a  de- 
murrer must  be  entered  with  the 
registrar,  are  eight  office-days. 
[Bullock  V.  Edington]      -     -481 

3.  A  bill  in  Equity  does  not  lie  by 
the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  against 
a  JudgmentMareditor  and  the  sheriff, 
for  monies  levied  under  an  exe- 
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cation  upon  a  judgment  by  nU 
dicit.    [MiUhdl  w.  Knoit]    -   497 

See  Equity. — Jurisdictioit.^*^ 
Pleading,  1. 

DEPOSITIONS. 

Office-copies  of  depositions  by 
living  persons,  in  a  tithe-suit  in 
the  Exchequer,  may  be  read,  in  a 
similar  suit  in  this  court,  against 
another  defendant  who  makes  the 
same  defence,  on  production  of 
office-copies  of  the  bill  and  answer 
in  the  former  suit,  without  any 
order  of  this  court  for  thut  purpose. 
[Willianu  v.  Broadhead]  -  151 
Depositions  taken,  after  decree, 
by  Commission,  or  by  the  Ex- 
aminer, are  published  by  order  of 
court ;  and  diose  taken  before  the 
Master,  by  his  warrant.  [Hand- 
ley  \.  BiUinge']  -  -  -  -  511 
3.  If  a  bill  is  amended  by  adding 
parties  after  witnesses  have  been 
examined,  their  depositions  can 
not  be  read  against  the  new  parties. 
[Fratty.  Barker  \  Pretty  v. Barker]  1 

DEVISE. 

1 .  A  testator  makes  a  general  devise 
of  all  his  lands  in  nine  parishes : 
in  five  of  them,  he  had  only  lands 
in  fee ;  in  three  others,  he  had  only 
lands  over  which  he  had  a  power 
of  appointment ;  in  the  other,  he 
had  lands  in  fee,  and  also  lands 
over  which  his  power  extended. 
All  the  lands  pass  by  his  will  ex- 
cept the  lands  in  the  latter  parishf 
which  were  subject  to  his  power. 
[Napier  v.  Nafier]     -    -     .    a8 
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9.  Trusts  to  be  pcrfoimed  after  the 
expiration  of  a  term  in  gross  of 
twenty  years  from  the  decease  of 
the  survivor  of  twenty-eight  per- 
sonS)  who  were  livingat  the  testator's 
decease,  are  valid.  [Bengough  v. 
Edridge] 173 

See  West  India  Estate. 

DISCOVERY. 
See  Answer,  2,— Plea. 

DISMISSAL. 

Where  there  are  two  plaintiffs,  and 
one  of  them  only  becomes  bank- 
nipt,  the  bill  may  be  dismissed 
upon  the  usual  motion.  [Caddick  v. 
Massan]     ------    501 

DIVIDENDS,  (SALE  OF.) 

An  assignment  of  150  /.,  part  of  the 
dividends  of  a  sum  of  stock  to 
which  the  vendor  was  entitled  for 
life,  with  a  proviso  that  the  pur- 
chaser should  not  receive  any  part 
of  the  dividends  then  growing  due> 
but  a  proportionable  part  of  the 
150L  is  a  grant  of  an  annuity  to 
that  amount,  and  must  be  memo- 
rialized.   [Charretiey.  Vause]  153 

DOCUMENTS. 
See  Construction  of  Order. 

DOWER. 
See  Widow. 

ELECTION. 

To  raise  a  case  of  ejection  there 
must  be  a  form  of  gift  as  to  the 
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property  which  the  donor  had  no 
power  to  dispose  of.  [The  Attor- 
ney'General  v.  The  Earl  ofLons" 
dak] 105 

EQUITY. 

1 .  A  tenant  has  no  equity  to  compel 
his  landlord  to  expend  money,  re- 
ceived from  an  insurance  office,  on 
the  demised  premises  being  burnt 
down,  in  rebuilding  the  premises, 
or  to  restrain  the  landlord  from 
suing  for  the  rent  until  the  pre- 
mises are  rebuilt.  [Leeds  t.  Cheet- 
ham]      -------     146 

2.  A  bill  in  equity  does  not  lie,  by 
the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  against 
a  judgment-creditor  and  the  she- 
riff, for  monies  levied  under  an 
execution  upon  a  judgment  by  nil 
dicit.    [Mitchell  v.  KnaU]    -    497 

3.  A  bill  in  equity  lies  to  recover 
deposits  paid  by  a  shareholder  in 
a  joint-stock  company  where  the 
project  is  a  bubble.  [Green  v. 
Barren] 45 

See  Parent  and  Child. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  If  a  bill  is  amended  by  adding 
parties,  after  witnesses  have  been 
examined,  their  depositions  cannot 
be  read  against  the  new  parties. 
[Pratt  V.  Barker.  Pretty  v.  Bar^ 
her] 1 

2.  Office-copies  of  depositicms  by 
living  persons  in  a  tithe-suit  in  the 
Exchequer,  may  be  read  in  a  simi- 
lar suit  in  this  court,  against  an- 
other defendant  who  makes  the 
same  defence,  on  production  of  tlie 
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office-copiei  of  the  biB  and  flDfwer  I 
in  the   fbnner  suit,  without  any 
order  of  this  court  for  that  pur- 
pose.   [IFiOiamu    ▼.    Broadkead] 

3.  A  tenant  for  life  of  an  esUte  set- 
tled in  atrict  settlement,  buys  up 
some  of  the  diarges  on  the  estate, 
and  has  them  assigned  to  a  trus- 
tee: he  next  purchases  the  ulti- 
mate remainder,  and  has  it  con- 
veyed to  him,  subject  to  the  sub- 
sisting diarges !  he  then  devises 
the  estate,  subject  to  the  charges 
that  might  be  thereon  at  his  de- 
cease :  the  intermediate  remainders 
fiul  at  his  death.  The  charges  so 
purchased  are  merged  ;  and  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  prove 
that  the  testator  so  intended. 
[Asilet^  Y.  MUles.]     -     -    -     298 

See  Specialty  Creditor,  3. 

EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  An  exception  may  be  regularly 
filed  to  the  Master's  report  as  to 
impertinence,  afler  the  order  to 
expunge,  and  at  any  time  before 
the  impertinent  matter  is  actually 
expunged.  [David  v,  IFiUianu]  17 

3.  Exceptions  will  not  lie  to  the  re- 
turn of  commissioners  in  a  suit  for 
partition,  on  the  ground  of  ine- 
quality of  value  in  the  lots.  In 
all  cases  of  improper  conduct  in 
the  commissioners  a  motion  must 
be  made  to  suppi-ess  the  return. 
IJonesY.  Totty]    -     -     -    -     136 

3.  A  Master's  certificate  as  to  pro- 
duction of  booksi  &c.  cannot  be 
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excepted  tof  a  motioo   mast  be 
made  to  qoadi  it.  {Jama  v.  PccsecT) 
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4.  Exceptions  to  an  ansver  filed 
after  the  bill  has  been  amended^ 
will  not  be  taken  off  the  file  if 
no  answer  is  required  to  the 
amendments.    [Miller  v.  Wkeatlej/] 

5.  If  a  general  excepticm  is  taken  to 
a  Master's  report,  and  the  Court 
is  of  opinion  that  the  Master  is 
right  in  any  one  particolar,  the 
exception  must  be  over-mled. 
[Green  v.  Weaver]     -     -     -     404 

EXECUTOR. 

An  executor  in  India  is  entitled  to  a 
commission  of  5  per  cent,  on  all 
assets  of  a  testator  collected  by 
him  there,  including  the  assets 
which  he  retains  in  respect  of  a 
legacy  to  himself,  not  given  to  him 
in  the  character  of  executor,  and 
including  monies  belonging  to  the 
testator  which  were  in  the  hands 
of  a  commerdal  house  in  which 
the  executor  was,  and  the  testator 
had  been  a  partner.  [Cockerdl  v. 
Barber]   -------23 

See  Parties,  1. — Practice,  22  k 
25. — Will.  1. 

FEME  COVERTE. 

The  husband  of  a  woman  entitled  to 
a  fund  in  a  cause,  signed,  after  the 
marriage,  a  written  agreement  tliat 
he  would  settle  half  the  wife's  for- 
tune upon  her:  Held  that  the 
agreement  enured  to  the  benefit 
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of  fli^  diSldreft  of  tho  marriage, 
and^  that  therefore  the  wife  could 
iiotwaveit.     [Fenner  r.  Taylor] 

169 

See  In  juwcnoN,  a.— .Power,  2. 

FINE. 

A  fine  and  aon-claim  cannot  be 
pleaded  in  bar  to  a  bill  to  prevent 
the  setting  up  of  an  outstanding 
teran.    [Le^h  v.  Leigh]      -    349 

FOREIGN  ATTACHMENT. 
See  Attachmeitt  (Forbion). 

FOREIGN  STATES. 

A  foreign  state  may  sue  in  this  Court. 
But  wberea  bill  was  filed  by  i  '<  The 
government  of  the  state  of  Colom- 
bia and  Don  M.  J.  Hurtado^  a 
citizen  of  that  State,  and  minister 
plenipotentiary  from  the  same  to  the ! 
court  of  His  Britannic  Majesty,  and 
now  residing  at  33,  Baker-street,^ 
Portman-square,  in  the  county  of 
AUddlesex**  a  general    demurrer: 
was  allowed  to  the  bill,  because  the 
description   of  the   plaintifis  did 
not  enable  the  defemknts  to  know 
upon  whom    process  was  to  be 
served  in  case   a  croas-bili  were 
^ed.     The  Cohmbian  Gaeerument 
r.RothschUdj    •    •    .    •    .    ^ 

FRAUD. 

1.  The  Court  refiised  to  set  aside  a 
voluntary  deed,  executed  by  an  old: 
and  faifirm  man,  in  favour  of  a  per-i 
son  who  attended  him  as  a  surgeon^^ 
and  received  the  dividends  of  some 
Vol.  f. 
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stock  for  him.  It  appearing  that 
the  nature  and  effect  of  tlie  deed 
were  fully  explained,  to  the  grantor, 
by  his  solicitor,  before  he  executed 
it,  and  that  no  undue  influence  had 
been  exercised  over  him.  [Pratt 
V.  Bturher^  Pretty  v.  Barker]  -  1 
8.  The  shareholders  in  a  jomt-stock 
company  are  entitled  to  relief 
in  equity,  where  the  conduct  of 
the  directors  has  been  fraudulent, 
or  a  violation  of  the  terms  on  which 
the  company  was  formed.  [Blain 
V.  Jgar] 37 

3.  A  bill  in  equity  lies  to  recover  de- 
posits, paid  by  a  shareholder  in  a 
joint-stock  company,  where  tlie 
project  is  a  bubble.  IGreen  v. 
Barrett] 45 

4.  A  partner,  who  superintended,  ex- 
clusively, the  accounts  of  the  con- 
cern, agreed  to  purchase  to  co- 
partner's share  of  the  business  for 
a  sum,  which  he  knew,  from  ac- 
counts in  bis  possession,  but  which 
he  concealed  from  his  co-partner, 
was  an  inadequate  consideration. 
The  agreement  was  set  aside. 
[Maddeford  v.  Austvoict,  Austwick 
V.  Maddeford] 89 

FREEMAN  OF  LONDON. 
See  Widow. 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 
See  Practice,  15. 

HEIR  AND  EXECUTOR. 

If  an  Estate  descends  subject  to  a 
mortgage,  and  the  hdr  creates  a 
new  mortgage  for  securing  the  old 

R  R 
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■interpleader. 


IS  necessary  to  support 
by  a  plaintiff  in  an  inter- 
i^g  suit  for  liberty  to  pay  the 
Ijr  into  Court,  and  for  an  In- 
Joo.      IWdbanke  ▼.   Sparks] 

385 
Sev  Injunction,  i. 

W  STOCK  COMPANY. 

ahareholders  in  a  joint-stock 
tany  are  entitled  to  relief  in 
y  where  the  conduct  of  the 
toiB  has  been  fraudulent,  or  a 
ioo  of  the  terms  on  which  the 
»any  was  formed.    [Blain  v. 

1      -    - 37 

U  in  equi^  lies  to  recover  de- 
I  paid  by  a  shareholder  in 
It-stock  company,  where  the 
ct  is  a  bubble.      [Green  v. 

^] 45 

TJDGMENT  DEBT. 

ment  in  the  Lord  Mayor's 
9  obtained  against  the  gar* 
3,  does  not  entitle  the  plain- 
rank  as  a  judgment-creditor 
3  administration  of  the  gar- 
5'8  assets.    [  HoU  v.  Murray] 

485 
See  Equity,  2. 

JURISDICTION. 

gn  state  may  sue  in  this 
.  But  where  a  bill  was  filed 
The  Government  of  the  State 
iiombia  and  Don  M.  J.  Hur- 
a  citizen  of  that  state,  and 
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minister  plenipotentiary  from  the 
same  to  the  court  of  His  Britannic 
Majesty,  and  now  residing  at  33, 
Baker-street,  Portman-square,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex,'*  a  general 
demurrer  was  allowed  to  the  bill, 
because  the  description  of  the 
p]ainti£&  did  not  enable  the  de- 
fendants to  know  upon  whom  pro- 
cess was  to  be  served  in  case  a 
cross-bill  wer«  filed.  [  The  Colam" 
hian    Government   v.    Rothschild] 

94 

LACHES. 

The  original  bill  being  for  an  account 
and  an  injunction  to  restrain  an 
action,  and  the  injunction  having 
been  dissolved  on  the  merits, 
nearly  ten  years  after  the  bill  was 
filed,  the  plaintiff  filed  a  supple- 
mental bill,  for  a  discovery  and 
commission  to  examine  witnesses 
in  aid  of  his  defence  to  an  action 
substantially  the  same:  Motion 
for  the  commission  refused,  with 
costs,  on  the  ground  of  delay. 
[Todd\,  Aj/lvoin]       -    -    -     271 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

A  tenant  has  no  equity  \6  compel  his 
landlord  to  expend  money  received 
from  an  insurance  o£Bce  on  the  de- 
mised premises  being  burnt  down, 
in  rebuiding  the  premises,  or  to 
restrain  the  landlord  from  suing 
for  the  rent  until  the  premises  arc 
rebuilt*    [Leeds  v.  Cheelham]  146 

LEGACY. 

See  Will,  3. 
K  R  2 
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debt  and  also  one  contracted  by 
himBelf,  and  fixes  a  new  day  of 
payment,  he  makes  himself  liable 
to  both  debts,  notwithstanding  he 
exempts,  in  the  new  security,  his 
person  and  property,  except  what 
is  comprised  in  the  new  mortgage, 
from  liability  in  respect  of  the 
Debts.  [Lushington  v.  Setodl]  435 

See  Conversion. — Practice,  23.— 
Will,  1. 

IMPERTINENCE. 
See  Practice,  4. 

INFANT. 

A  suit  being  instituted,  on  behalf  of 
infants,  by  a  solicitor  wholly  uncon- 
nected with  the  family,  it  was,  on  the 
motion  of  the  defendant,  referred 
to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether 
it  would  be  for  the  in&nts'  benefit 
that  the  suit  should  be  prosecuted, 
the  defendant  undertaking  to  ren- 
der to  the  Master  the  accounts 
prayed  for  by  the  bill,  [Richard" 
son  V.  Miller]  -    -    -    •    -     133 

See  Practice,  17, 

INFLUENCE  (UNDUE). 
See  Fraud,  1. 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  The  plaintiff  in  a  bill  of  inter- 
pleader  may  move,  at  once,  for  a 
special  injunction,  on  payment  of 
the  money  into  court,  without  first 
obtaining  the  common  injunction. 
[Vicary  v.  JVidger]      -     -     -     15 
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2.  The  wife  of  a  bankrupt,  having 
separate  property,  died  in  France, 
in  possession  of  other  property 
there,  which  was  claimed  by  the 
creditors,  as  belonging  to  the  hus- 
band. She,  by  will,  disposed  of 
all  her  separate  estate,  except 
1,500/.  consols,  (which,  in  default 
of  appointment,  was  held  in  trust 
for  her  executors  or  administra- 
tors), and  appointed  a  lady,  resi- 
dent in  France,  her  executrix. 
Injunction  granted,  at  the  suit  of 
the  assignees,  to  restrain  the  trans- 
fer of  the  consols,  but  refused  as 
to  the  rest  of  the  separate  estate. 
[Stead  V.  Clay]     •    •    -    .    294 

3.  Injunction  granted  to  restrain  the 
disclosure  of  secrets  come  to  the  de- 
fendant's knowledge  in  the  course 
of  a  confidential  employment 
[EoittY.  Price]      -    -    -    -    483 

4.  Motion  to  extend  common  injunc- 
tion granted,  where  the  answer, 
which  was  filed  on  the  same  morn- 
ing, was  insufficient,  and  the  trial 
was  coming  on  the  next  day  but 
one.  [Munnings  v.  Adamson]  510 

See  Equity,  1. — Interpleader. 

INTEREST. 
The  amount  of  deterioration  of  an 
estate  pending  a  suit  for  specific 
performance  having  been  ascer- 
tained, by  an  issue,  the  purchaser 
was  allowed  it  out  of  his  purchase- 
money  which  he  had  paid  into 
Couit  under  an  order,  with  interest 
from  the  time  when  he  paid  in  his 
money  [Ferguson  v.  Tadman. 
Ruck  V.  Tadman]  -  -  -  530 
See  Conversion. 
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INTERPLEADER. 
No  affidavit  is  necessary  to  support 
a  motion  by  a  plaintiff  in  an  inter- 
pleading suit  for  liberty  to  pay  the 
money  into  Court,  and  for  an  In- 
junction.     [Walbanke  ▼.   Sparks] 

385 
See  Injunction,  1 . 


JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 

1.  The  shareholders  in  a  joint-stock 
company  are  entitled  to  relief  in 
equity  where  the  conduct  of  the 
directors  has  been  fraudulent,  or  a 
violation  of  the  terms  on  which  the 
company  was  formed.    [Blain  v. 

^gf^r] 37 

2.  A  bill  in  equity  lies  to  recover  de- 
posits paid  by  a  shareholder  in 
B  joint-stock  company,  where  the 
project  is  a  bubble.  [Green  v. 
Barrettl  "••----45 

JUDGMENT  DEBT. 

A  judgment  in  the  Lord  Mayor*s 
Court,  obtained  against  the  gar* 
nishee,  does  not  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff to  rank  as  a  judgment-creditor 
in  the  administration  of  the  gar- 
nishee's assets.     [HoU  v.  Murray] 

485 
See  Equity,  2. 

JURISDICTION. 

A  foreign  state  may  sue  in  this 
Court.  But  where  a  bill  was  filed 
by  "  The  Government  of  the  State 
of  Colombia  and  Don  M.  J.  Hur- 
tado,  a  citizen  of  that  state,  and 
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minister  plenipotentiary  from  the 
same  to  the  court  of  His  Britannic 
Majesty,  and  now  residing  at  33, 
Baker-street,  Portman-square,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex,"  a  general 
demurrer  was  allowed  to  the  bill, 
because  the  description  of  the 
plaintifi&  did  not  enable  the  de- 
fendants to  know  upon  whom  pro- 
cess was  to  be  served  in  case  a 
cross-bill  wer«  filed.  [  The  Co/bm- 
hian    Government    v.    Rothschild] 

94 

LACHES. 

The  original  bill  being  for  an  account 
and  an  injunction  to  restrain  an 
action,  and  the  injunction  having 
been  dissolved  on  the  merits, 
nearly  ten  years  afler  the  bill  was 
filed,  the  plaintiff  filed  a  supple- 
mental bill,  for  a  discovery  and 
commission  to  examine  witnesses 
in  aid  of  his  defence  to  an  action 
substantially  the  same:  Motion 
for  the  commission  refused,  with 
costs,  on  the  ground  of  delay. 
[Toddy.  Aylxioin]       -    -    -     271 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

A  tenant  has  no  equity  tof  compel  his 
landlord  to  expend  money  received 
from  an  insurance  o£Bce  on  the  de- 
mised premises  being  burnt  down, 
in  rebuiding  the  premises,  or  to 
restrain  the  landlord  from  suing 
for  the  rent  until  the  premises  arc 
rebuilt.    [Leeds  v.  Cheetham]  146 

LEGACY. 

See  Will,  3. 
K  R  2 
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LIMITAIIONS. 

See  Statute  of  Limitations. 


MASTER'S  CERTIFICATE. 

The  Master's  certificate,  as  to  pro- 
duction of  books,  &C.  by  a  party, 
can  not  be  excepted  to ;  a  motion 
must  be  made  to  quash  it.  [Jones 
Pottrf/] 3«7 

MERGER  OF  CHARGES. 

A  tenant  for  life  of  an  estate  settled 
in  strict  settlement,  buys  up  some 
of  the  charges  on  tlie  estate,  and 
has  them  iMigned  to  a  trostee :  he 
next  purchases  the  ultimate  re- 
mainder, and  has  it  conveyed  to 
him  subject  to  the  subsisting 
charges  :.he  then  devises  the  es- 
tate, subject  to  the  charges  that 
might  be  thereon  at  his  decease ; 
the  intermediate  remainders  £eu1  at 
his  death.  The  charges  so  pur- 
chased are  merged ;  and  parol  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  prove  that 
the  testator  so  intended.  [Astley 
V.  Milles  and  others]      -    -     298 

MISREPRESENTATION. 

1.  A  piece  of  land  imperfectly 
watered  was  described,  in  the  par- 
ticular, as  uncommonly  rich  water- 
meadow  :  Held  that  thb  was  not 
such  a  misrepresentation  as  would 
avoid  the  sale.    [Scott  v.  Hanson] 

13 

2.  If  A.  in  contracting  with  B.  falsely 

represents  himself  to  be  the  agent 
of  C,  and  thereby  obtains  better 
terms,  the  Court  will,  notwith- 
standing, enforce  the  contract,  un- 


INDEX. 

less  A.  knew  that  sitdli  vrould  be  the 
effect    of  the  misrepreseBtation. 
[FdhwesY.LofrdGwfdifl'l    «    63 
See  AoREinfKKT,  s. 


MORTGAGE. 
See  Heir  and  Executor. 

NEXT  FRIEND. 

A  suit  being  Instituted  on  bdialf  of 
infants,  by  a  solicitor  wholly  un- 
connected with  the  family,  it  was 
on  the  motion  of  the  defendant 
referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire 
whether  it  would  be  for  the  infants* 
benefit  that  the  suit  should  be  pro- 
secuted, the  defendant  undertaking 
to  render  to  the  Master  the  ac- 
counts prayed  for  by  the  bill. 
[Rkhardson  y,  Mil/er]    -     -     133 

See  Practice,  17* 

ORDER. 
See  Attachment  -Construction. 

OUTSTANDING  TERMS. 
See  Fine. — PitEading,  3,  4. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 
The  husband  of  a  woman  entitled 
to  a  fund  in  a  cause,  sigiied,afler 
the  marriage,  a  written  agreement 
that  he  would  settle  half  the  wife's 
fortune  upon  her :  Hekl  that  the 
agreement  enured  to  the  benefit  of 
the  children  of  the  marriage,  and 
that  therefore  the  wife  could  not 
wave  it.   [^Fenner  v.  Toytor]   1G9 

PARTIES. 
1.  Where  one  executor   has  alone 
proved,  he  may  sue  without  makkig 


INDEX. 


ihe  Qthsr  executors  parties^  al- 
th<H]gh  they  have  net  renounced. 
{Davies  y^  fVilUams]     *"    -    -    5 

1.  A  few  of  a  Urge  number  of  per- 
sons may  institute  a.suit;p  on  behalf 
of  thmoselves  and  the  rest»  for  re- 
lief f^inst  acts  injurious  to  tbeir 
common  right,  although  tiie  ma<< 
jority  approve  of  those  acts,  and 
disi^roTe  of  the  institution  of  the 
suit ;  and  the  Attorney-General 
need  not  be  a  party  to  it ;  but, 
where  the  whole  body  concur  in  an 
abuse,  tho  suit  must  be  instituted 
by  the  Attorney-General.  [  Bram- 
ley  V.  Smith]  -..*.••    8 

3.  Ifseyeral  shardiolders  assign,  by 
deed,  their  deposits  to  others,  and 
appoint  the  latter  their  attomies 
for  recoyeriog  their  deposits,  the 
assignees  cannot  sue  on  behalf  of 
ihemsehres  and  their  assignors ; 
but  the  latter,  however  numerous, 
must  be  parties  to  the  suit.  [^Blain 

V'  ^g^r} 37 

See  PLAiNTiyy. 

PARTITION. 

Exceptions  wiH  not  lie  to  the  return 
of  commissioners  in  a  suit  for  par- 
tition on  the  ground  of  inequality 
of  value  in  the  lots.  In  all  cases 
of  improper  conduct  of  the  com- 
missioners, a  motion  must  be  made 
to  suppress  the  return.  [Jones  v. 
Tatty} 136 

PARTNERSHIP, 

I.  A.  B.  &c.  were  common  carriers 
from  L.  lo  F,  a  separate  portion 
of  the  road  heiqg  attptted  to  each, 
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and  it  having  been  stipulated  also 
that  no  partnership  should  exist 
between  them.  A.  for  himself  and 
the  other  parties,  agrees,  with  the 
Mint,  to  carry  coin  from  L.  to  F., 
and  afterwards  makes  another 
agreement,  with  the  Mint,  to  carry 
other  cmn  to  places  not  on  tiie 
road}  Held  that  all  the  parties 
were  entitled  to  share  in  the  profits 
of  this  agreement.  [RmsuU  v. 
Austwkh]     -----    •    52 

9.  One  of  twe  solichors,  who  were 
partners,  became  bankrupt;  the 
assignees  excluded  the  other  firom 
interfering  with  the  affiurs  of  the 
partnership :  the  Court,  neverthe- 
less, refused  to  order  the  assignees 
to  deliver  to  him  the  papers  be* 
longing  to  the  clients  of  the  inn. 
[Dofoidson  v.  Napier]      -     -    997 

3.  If  a  partner  borrows  a  suns  of 
money  and  gives  his  own  securiQr 
only  for  it,  it  does  not  become  a 
partnership  debt  by  being  applied 
for  partnership  purposes  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  odier  partner. 
[Eevan  v.  Lewis^  Stokes  v.  Whit' 

taker] 37^ 

See  Agrbemsnt,  l* 

PENALTIES.. 

;S^  ANS;WfiR»  9m 

PERPETUITY. 
Trusts  to  be  performed  after  the  ex- 
piration of  a  term  in  gross  of  twenty 
years  from  the  decease  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  twenty-eight  persons  who 
wove  living  at  the  testators  de- 
cease, are  valid.     [Bengotf^  v. 

I^ridge] 173 

R  R  3 
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PERSONAL  ESTATE. 
See  Assets,  i.t-Heir  and  Execu- 
tor.— Will,  1,  3. 


PLAINTIFF. 

A  foreign  state  may  sue  in  this 
Court ;  but  where  a  bill  was  filed 
by:  '^  The  government  of  the  State 
of  Colombia,  and  Don  M.  J.  Hur- 
tado,  a  citizen  of  that  state,  and 
minister  plenipotentiary  from  the 
same  to  the  court  of  His  Britannic 
Majesty,  and  now  residmg  at  33, 
Baker-street,  Portman-square,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex,"  a  gene- 
ral demurrer  was  allowed  to  the 
bill,  because  the  description  of  the 
plaintiflb  did  not  enable  the  de- 
fendants to  know  upon  whom  pro- 

.  cess  was  to  be  served  in  case  a 
cross-bill  were  filed.  [TAe  Coloni' 
hian  Government  v.  Rothschild}  94 
See  Costs. 

PLEA. 

1.  A  plea  that  the  plamtiff  has  no 
interest  in  the  subject  of  the  suit, 
is  a  good  plea  to  a  bill  for  discovery 
and  a  commission.  [Mendizabcl 
v.  Machado]      -----    68 

2*  Treaties  and  conventions  between 
foreign  states  may  be  pleaded  to  a 
bill  for  discovery  and  commission, 
where  it  appears  from  them  that 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  make 
the  demand  which  he  is  seeking  to 
substantiate     .....      lb. 


PLEADING. 

1.  Where  a  plaintiff,  by  the  present 
practice  of  the  Court,  may  obtain 
that  relief  by  petition,  for  whicli 


a  supplemental  bill  was  formerijr 
necessary,  and  prefers  the  latter 
course,  the  supplemental  bill  is  not 
demurrable,  but  the  proceeding 
will  be  taken  into  consideration  on 
the  question  of  costs.    [DacUs  v. 

Waiiams} 5 

2.  A  few  of  a  large  number  of  per- 
sons may  institute  a  suit  on  bdudf 
of  themselves  and  the  rest,  for 
relief  against  acts  injurious  to  their 
common  right,  although  the  ma- 
jority approve  of  those  acts,  and 
disapprove  of  the  institution  of  the 
suit,  and  the  Attorney-general  need 
not  be  a  party  to  it ;  but  where 
the  whole  body  concur  in  an  abuse, 
the  suit  must  be  instituted  by  the 
Attorney-general.  [Bromley  ▼. 
SmUh] 8 

3.  A  fine  and  nonclaim  cannot  be 
pleaded  in  bar  to  a  bill  to  prevent 
the  setting  up  of  an  outstanding 
term.     [Le^h  v.  Leigh}      -    349 

4.  The  statute  of  limitations  may  be 
pleaded  in  bar  to  a  bill  to  prevent 
the  setting  up  of  outstanding  terms. 
[Jermy  v.  Best}    -    -    -     -    373 

5.  A  broker  in  the  city  of  London 
must  answer  a  bill  of  discovery 
in  aid  of  an  action  brought  against 
him  by  his  employer  for  miscon* 
duct,  although  the  discovery  will 
subject  him  to  the  penalty  of  a 
bond  given  by  him  to  the  corpora* 
tion  on  his  admission.  [Green  v. 
Weaver} 4^4 

POLICY  OF  ASSURANCE. 
A  policy  of  insurance  for  3,000/.  on 
A/s  life  was  assigned  to  trustees, 
and,  by  a  deed  of  even  date,  tniste 
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were  declared  of  it  by  the  descrip- 
tion of  ''  the  sum  of  3,000/.  for 
which  A.*8  life  was  iDSured,"  and 
power  was  given  to  B.  to  dispose 
of  it  by  will.  B,,  afler  reciting  the 
settlement,  bequeathed  1,000/., 
part  of  the  sum  of  3,000/.  to  A., 
and  the  remaining  sum  of  2,000/. 
to  C.  At  A.'s  death  9,000/.  was 
received  under  the  policy :  Held 
that  the  whole  fruits  of  the  policy 
were  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the 
settlement,  and  passed,  by  the  be- 
quests, to  A.  and  C.  in  proportion 
to  their  legacies.  [Courtnei/  v. 
Ferrers']     ------     137 

POWER. 

1.  A  testator  makes  a  general  devise 
of  all  his  lands  in  nine  parishes : 
in  five  of  them  he  had  only  lands 
in  fee;  in  three  others  he  had 
only  lands  over  which  he  had  a 
power  of  appointment;  in  the 
other  lie  had  lands  in  fee,  and 
also  lands  over  which  his  power 
extended :  all  the  lands  pass  by 
his  will  except  the  lands  in  the 
latter  parish,  which  were  subject  to 
his  power.  [Napier  v.  Napier]   28 

3.  A  feme  covert  having  power  to 
dispose,  by  will,  of  personal  pro- 
perty, and  of  a  real  estate  at  N,, 
by  her  will,  afler  reciting  the 
power,  gave  several  pecuniary  le- 
gacies, and  then  gave  to  her  hus- 
band her  fields  and  house  at  N,, 
likewise  the  remainder  of  her  per- 
sonalty, and  all  she  might  die  pos- 
sessed of,  after  payment  of  her 
debts,  legacies,   and  funeral  and 
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testamentary  expenses:  Held  that 
the  husband  took  a  life-estate 
only  in  the  realty,  notwithstanding 
the  gift  to  him  of  all  the  testatrix 
might  die  possessed  of.  [Monk  v. 
MawdsU^] 286 

PRACTICE. 

1.  If  a  bill  is  amended  by  adding 
parties  after  witnesses  have  been 
examined,  their  depositions  cannot 
be  read  against  the  new  parties. 
[^Prait  V.  Barker.  Pretty  v.  Bar- 
ker]     --..    -----I 

2.  Exceptions  to  an  answer  having 
been  allowed,  plaintiff  obtained  an 
order  to  amend,  and  for  defendant 
to  answer  the  exceptions  and 
amendments  at  the  same  time: 
defendant  put  in  an  answer  to  the 
amended  bill  only.  The  plaintiff 
then  issued  an  attachment :  Held 
that  it  was  irregular,  and  that 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  moved  to 
take  the  second  answer  off  the  file. 
[De  Tastet  v.  Lopez]  -    -    -    ii 

3.  The  plaintiff  in  a  bill  of  inter- 
pleader, may  move,  at  once^  for  a 
special  injunction,  on  payment  of 
the  money  into  court,  without  first 
obtaining  the  common  injunction. 
[Vicar If  Y.  Widger]      •    -    -     15 

4.  An  exception  may  be  regularly 
filed  to  the  Master's  report  as  to 
impertinence  after  the  order  to 
expunge,  and  at  any  time  before 
the  impertinent  matter  is  actually 
expunged.  [David  v.  WUUams] .  1 7 

5.  Exceptions  will  not  lie  to   the 

return  of  commissioners  in  a  suit 

* 

for  partition,   on   the  ground  of 
R  R  4 
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inequality  ot  value  in  the  lots, 
la  all  cases  of  improper  eooduct 
in  the  cofOBUKtonen  a  motion 
muaC  be  made  to  nippren  the 
retura.  IJowtv.  Toitt/]  -  136 
6.  Office-copies  of  depotitioDB,  by 
living  penons,  in  a  tithe-auit  in  the 
Eschequar,  may  be  read,  io  a 
similar  suit  in  this  court,  agabst 
another  defendant  who  makes  die 
same  defence,  on  production  of 
office-copies  of  the  bill  and  answer 
in  the  fonner  suit,  without  any 
order  of  this  Court  for  that  pur- 
poae.     [WiBiamt 


7.  The  vendor  may  confirm  an  order 
niti  obtained  by  the  purchaser  if 

.  the  latter  neglect  to  do  so.  [CUl- 
lingwortA  v.  Chitiingvionh]   -    sgi 

8.  Exceptions  to  an  answer  filed 
tRer  the  bill  has  been  amended> 
will  not  be  taken  off  the  file  if  no 
answer  it  required  to  the  amend- 
ments.    [Mitier  v.  JVheatley]    8g6 

g.  A  plaintiff  resident  abroad,  who 
had  been  ordered  to  give  the  secu' 
rity  (or  costs,  but  had  not  com- 
plied, ordered  to  give  the  security, 
and  on  deftolt  his  bill  to  be  dis- 
misKd.     [Cbnmc  t.  Grant]  •    348 

10.  A  witness  who  had  answered 
smne  of  the  interrogatories,  but 
refused  to  answer  the  others,  was 
ordered  to  answer  those  interroga- 
tories within  four  days,  or  to  stand 
committed.  [Atutin  v. Prince]  Ibid. 

11.  A  defendant  in  a  suit  by  the 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt  cannot 
object  to  the  bill  as  not  liaving 
been  filed  witli  the  consent  of  the 


crediton,  oniess  the  objcetiaa  ia 
made  by  the  answer.  [Betan  v. 
Ltnit.  StoietT.WhiHaitr]  376 
IS.  No  affidavit  is  necessary  to  tvp- 
pent  a  motion  by  a  plaintiff  in  on 
interpleading  suit  for  liberty  to 
pay  the  money  Into  court,  and 
for  an  Injunction.  [Jf^alioMie  v. 
Sparii} 385 

13.  An  order  for  time  to  answer, 
unless  drawn  up  and  served,  will 
not  BtopanattadimenL  IGaj/lerr. 
Fitt-jaAn] 386 

14.  The  Mwter's  certificate,  aa  to 
production  of  books,  &c.  by  a 
party,  cannot  be  excepted  to,  a 
motion  must  be  made  to  quasb  it. 
IJotia  v.  Pondt]      -    -     -     387 

15.  Where  a  messengCT  has  been  sent 
upon  B  return  of  eepi  carptu,  and 
the  defendant  is  in  K.  B.  prison 
upon  mesne  process,  a  kaheoM  cor- 
ptu  must  next  be  obtained.  [Neame 
v.  WagOaf^ 389 

16.  Attachment  granted  for  non- 
appearance to  a  Bubpcena  served 
abroad.    Z^kholv.  Gmfn]    Ibid. 

17.  The^court  will  remove  a  next 
friend,  and  appoint  a  new  one  where 
the  former  is  so  connected  with  a 
defendant,  having  an  interest  ad- 
verse to  that  of  the  in&nts,  as  to 
make  it  probable  that  their  interest 
will  not  be  properly  protected  by 
him.  [Peyton  v.  Bond;  Ptj/bm  v. 
Robimon]   ------    390 

18.  The  eight  days  withhivhii^  a 
demurrer  must  be  ottered  with 
the  registrar,  are  eight  o^os-days. 
[Bullock  V.  Sdingtom]      -     •    481 


1   N   D 

19.  BiS  reitoied,  though  the  order 
to  dismias  wai  not  obtained  till 
after  a  considerable  interval  since 
the  last  proceeding  in  the  cause, 
and  thoc^b  tiie  plaintiff  had  ao* 
quieseed  in  the  order;  the  suit 
being  one  in  which  the  main  ob- 
ject was  answered  when  an  in- 
junction was  obtained.  [Barfield 
T.  NichoUm]   -----    494 

so.  A  bill  may  be  amended  by 
adding  plaintifi,  notwithstanding 
the  defendants  haye  answered  it. 
[Hicheru  v.  Congr^e]     -    -    500 

221.  Where  there  are  two  plaintiflb, 
and  one  of  them  only  becomes 
bankrupt,  the  bill  may  be  dismissed 
upon  the  usual  motion*  [Caddick 
V.  Mauoni]      -----    501 

82.  If  the  executors  of  a  purchaser 
under  a  decree  refuse  to  pay  the 
purchase-money,  they  cannot  be 
compelled  to  pay  it  unless  in  a 
suit  instituted  by  the  heir.  [Lord 
▼.  Lord]     ------    503 

83.  Leave  given,  after  replication,  to 
file  a  supplemental  answer  to  a  bill 
for  dower,  in  order  to  state  a  fine 
and  non-claim  omitted,  through 
ignorance,  in  the  original  answer. 
[Jackson  Y.  Parish]    -    •    -    505 

84.  Motion  to  extend  common  in- 
junction granted  where  the  answer, 
which  was  filed  on  the  same  morn- 
ing, was  insufficient,  and  the  trial 
was  coming  on  the  next  day  but 
one.    [Munnings  v.  Adamson]  510 

85.  If  an  executor  admits  that  all 
the  testator's  debts,  &c.  have  been 
paid,  the  court  will,  on  motion, 
fM'der  the  income  of  a  balance  paid 
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in  by  the  execnfeir,  to  be  paid  to 
the  person  entitled  to  the  reridue. 
[Dandov.Dando]      -    -    -    510 

36.  Depositions  taken  after  decree, 
under  a  commission^  or  by  the 
examiner,  are  published  by  order  of 
court ;  if  before  the  Maater,  by  his 
warrant*  [Ucmdkyyi.  BUUnge]  s^ii 

ay.  Where  the  usual  decree  for  ac- 
counts against  a  personal  repre- 
sentative has  been  taken  upon 
motion,  the  Master  ought  to  re- 
quire the  vouchers  to  be  produced, 
although  the  answer  is  not  replied 
to.  [Davenport  y.  Davenport]  51 8 

PROCESS. 

Where  a  messenger  has  been  sent 
upon  a  return  of  cepi  eorpuSy  and 
the  defendant  is  in  K.  B.  prison 
upon  mesne  process,  a  habeas 
corpus  must  next  be  obtained. 
[Neame  v.  Wagstajf]     .    -    389 

PROCHEIN  AMI. 

The  court  will  remove  a  next  friend 
and  appoint  a  new  one,  where  the 
formar  is  so  connected  with  a  de- 
fendant, having  an  interest  adverse 
to  that  of  the  infants^  as  to  make  it 
probable  that  their  bterest  will 
not  be  properly  protected  by  him. 
[Peyton  v.  Bond ;  Peyton  v.  Robin' 
«<¥i] r    -    .    390 

SeeVKKT  Friend* 

PRODUCTION  OF  BOOKS,  &c. 

A  party  ordered  to  produce  books,  &c. 
before  the  Master  is  bound  to  leave 
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theiDy  if  the  Master  thinks  fit  so  to 
direct.    Sidden  y.  Uddiard]     388 

RESIDUE. 

If  an  executor  admits  that  all  the 
testator's  debts,  &c,  have  been 
paid,  the  court  will,  on  motion, 
order  the  income  of  a  balance,  paid 
in  by  the  executor,  to  be  paid  to 
the  person  entitled  to  the  residue. 
[^Dando  v.  Dando"]    -    -    -    510 

See  Conversion. — Will,  3.  8,  9. 

RESTORING  BILL. 

Bill  restored,  though  the  order  to 
dismiss  was  not  obtained  till  after 
a  considerable  interval  since  the 
last  proceeding  in  the  cause,  and 
though  the  plaintiff  had  acquiesced 
in  the  order;  the  suit  being  one 
in  which  the  main  object  was  an- 
JBwered  when  an  injunction  was  ob- 
tained. [Darfield  yr*  Nich<Json]  494 

SALE  UNDER  DECREE. 

1.  A.  purchased  for  B.,  but  without 
authority,  an  estate  sold  under  a 
decree.  B.  died  without  adopting 
the  purchase :  the  order  nisi  was, 
nevertheless,  obtained.  The  court 
refused  to  order  B.'s  executors  to 
pay  the  purchase-money ;  and,  on 
the  heir  declining  the  purchase, 
discharged  the  order  nisi,  and  di- 
rected are-sale.  [Lord  y.  Lord]  503 

2.  If  the  executors  of  a  purchaser 
under  a  decree  refuse  to  pay  the 
purchase-money,  they  cannot  be 
compelled  to  pay  it,  unless  a  suit 
be  instituted  by  the  heir.        Ibid. 
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SALE  OF  DIVIDENDS;. 
See  Dividends. 

SETTLEMENT. 
See  Parent  and  Child. — Sfeci* 

ALTY  CR£DIT0B,  1,  3. 

SHERIFF. 
See  Equity,  2. 

SOUCITOR. 

One  of  two  solicitors,  who  were  part- 
ners, became  bankrupt ;  the  assig- 
nees excluded  the  other  from  in- 
terfering with  the  affiurs  of  the 
partnership :  The  Court  never- 
theless refused  to  order  the  assig- 
ness  to  deliver  to  him  the  papers 
belonging  to  the  clients  of  the 
firm.    [Davidson  v.  Napier}     297 

SPECIALTY  CREDITOR: 

1.  A  husband  made  a  post-nuptiaT 
settlement  of  4,000/.  in  favour  of 
his  wife  and  children,  and  then,  in 
consideration  of  the  4,000/.  ex- 
pressed to  have  been  lent  to  him 
by  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 
made  a  mortgage  to  them  of  a  real 
estate  to  secure  that  sum,  and  co- 
venanted to  repay  it.  The  husband 
never,  in  fact,  paid  the  4,000/.  to 
the  trustees :  Held,  nevertheless, 
that  they  were  specialty  creditors 
of  the  husband.   [Tanner  y.  B^ne] 

160 

2.  The  grant  of  an  annuity  to  the 
grantor's  sister,  though  express- 
ed to  be  made  for  natural  love 
and  affection,  may  be  proved  to 
have  been  made  in  consideration 
of  her  marriage,  and  will  entitle 


-  her  to  rank  as  a  specialty  creditor 
of  the  grantor.    [Tanner  v.  Byne] 

160 

.  SPECinC  PERFORMANCE. 

If  A.  in  contracting  with  B.  falsely 
represents  himself  to  be  the  agent 
of  C.  and  thereby  obtains  better 
terms,  the  Court  will,  notwith- 
standing, enforce  the  contract, 
unless  A.  knew  that  such  would 
be  the  effect  of  the  misrepresenta- 
tion.   [Felhtoes  v.  Lord  Gwydyr] 

63 

See  MiSREPBESENTATlON. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

1.  Hie  statute  of  limitations  may  be 
pleaded  in  bar  to  a  bill,  or  prevent 
the  setting  up  of  outstanding 
terms.     [Jerm^  v.  Best]       -     373 

2.  A  bill  filed  by  one  creditor  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  the  .others, 
will  prevent  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions from  running  against  any  of 
the  creditors  who  come  in  under 
the  decree.  [Stemdale  v.  Hankin' 
son] 393 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL. 

Where  a  plaintiff,  by  the  present 
practice  of  tlie  Court,  may  obtain 
that  relief  by  petition,  for  which 
a  supplemental  bill  was  formerly 
necessary,  and  prefers  the  latter 
course ;  the  supplemental  bill  is  not 
demurrable,  but  the  proceeding 
will  be  token  into  consideration  on 
the  question  of  costs.  [Davies  v. 
fVilliams]  ------.5 

See  Laches. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  ANSWER. 


Leave  given,  after  replication,  to  file 
a  supplemental  answer  to  a  bill  for 
dower,  in  order  to  state  a  fine  and 
nonclaim  omittedi  through  igno- 
rance, in  the  original  answer. 
[Jackson  V.  Parish]    -    -    -    505 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 

A  tenant  for  life  of  an  estate  settled 
in  strict  settlement,  buys  up  some 
of  the  charges  on  the  estate,  and 
has  them  assigned  to  a  trustee  :  he 
next  purchases  the  ultimate  re- 
mainder, and  has  it  conveyed  to 
him,  subject  to  the  subsisting 
charges:  he  then  devises  the  es- 
tate, subject  to  the  charges  that 
might  be  thereon  at  his  decease ; 
the  intermediate  remainders  fail  at 
his  death ;  the  charges  so  purchased 
are  merged ;  and  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  prove  that  the  testator 
so  intended.  [Astley  v.  Milles]  298 

See    Conversion. Mxrgsr    eF 

Charges. — Timber^— Will,  4« 

TERMS. 
See  OuTSTAKBiKG  Terms* 

TIMBER. 

Tenant  for  life,  unimpeachable  of 
waste,  except  in  the  park,  demesne 
lands,  and  woods  adjoining  the 
capital  messuage,  there  being  no 
woods  of  that  description,  cannot 
cut  timber  in  any  of  the  woods 
that  are  either  an  ornament  or 
shelter  to  the  messuage.  [Nexvdi' 
gate  V.  Netvdigate]    -    -    -     131 
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TITHES. 

Aa  ctxemption  from  tkhes  was  claim« 
ed|  as  to  certain  copyholds^  on  the 
ground  of  unity  of  possession  of 
the  rectory,  manor  and  lands  in 
one  of  the  greater  monasteries  dis- 
solved by  31 H.  8.  Other  copyholds 
of  the  manor  had  belonged  to  the 
monastery  at  the  dissolutian,  and 
were  subject  to  tithe :  Held,  never- 
theless, that  the  exemption  was 
good,  because  the  monastery  might 
have  granted  out  the  latter  copy- 
holds before  the  union  of  the 
rectory,  and  the  former,  after  it. 
\^Monck  V.  Htu^son]     -    -    280 

Sec  PiucxiCBy  6. 

TRUST. 

X.  Execution  of  a  trust,  created  by 
win,  to  porehase  land  to  be  added 
and  closely  entailed  to  testator's 
fkmily  estate,  in  possession  of  T.  B. 
testator  declaring  that  his  object 
waa  to  have  a  bead  to  the  family, 
and  that  if  T.  B.  should  die  without 
male  issue,  or  dispose  of  the  family 
estate,  the  residue  of  his  fortune 
should  go  to  A.  B.  or  his  nearest 
relative  in  the  male  line.  [JFool' 
more  y»  Burrotos]       -    -    -    512 

ii.  Testator  having  given  an  annuity 
to  one  of  his  next  of  kin,  and  ex- 
pressed a  reason  for  giving  nothing 
to  the  others,  gave  the  residue  of 
hk  property  to  his  wife>  recom- 
mending to  her,  and  not  doubting 
that  she  would  consider  his  nearest 
relations  as  he  would  have  done 
had  he  survived  her :  Held  that 
there  is  no  trust  for  the  next  of 
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Uo,  but  that  ihewife  takes  the  re« 
sidue  absolutely.    [Sah  v.  Moored 

534 
3.  Testator  after  giving  his  real  and 

personal  estate  to  his  wife  in  lee^ 
said  that  he  had  so  given  the  same 
to  her  uoyfettcred  and  unlimited^  in 
fuU  confidence  that,  in  her  future 
disposition  thereof,  she  woold  dis- 
tinguish the  heirs  of  his  late  fiither, 
by  disposing  of  the  whole  of  his 
estate,  together  and  entire,,  to  such 
of  his  father's  heirs  as  she  might 
think  best  deserved  her  preference : 
Held  that  no  trust  was  created. 
[Meredith  v.  Hetieage]    -    -    54a 

See  PERFETuirr. 

USURIOUS  DEBT. 

A  testator  directed  that  one  ef  his 
residuary  legatees  riunild  be  an- 
swerable for  all  debts  due  to  him 
ftom  the  father  of  the  legatee. 
A  debt,  though  usurious,  must  be 
deducted  from  the  legatee*s  share. 
[Stanton  v.  Knight]   -    -     -    482 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1  •  A  piece  of  land  imperfectly  water- 
ed, was  described,  in  the  parti- 
cular, as  uncommonly  rich  water- 
meadow  :  Held  that  this  was  not 
such  a  misrepresentation  as  would 
avoid  the  sale.  [Scott  v.  Hanson]  13 

2.  The  vendor  may  confirm  an  order 
nisif  obtained  by  the  purchaser  if 
the  latter  neglect  to  do  so.  [Chil- 
Ungworth  V.  Chfflingtoorth]  -     291 

3.  A.  purchased  for  B.,  but  without 
authority,  an  estate  sold  under  a 
decree.    B.  died  without  adopting 
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the  purchase.  The  order  nisi  was 
nevertheless  obtained.  The  Court 
refused  to  order  B.*8  executors  to 
pay  the  purchase-money ;  and,  on 
the  hehr  declining  the  purchase, 
discharged  the  order  nm,  and  di- 
rected are-sale.  [Lordv,  Lard]  503 

4*  If  the  executors  of  a  purdiaser 
under  a  decree  rrfuse  to  pay  the 
purchase-money,  diey  cannot  be 
compelled  to  pay  it,  unless  a  suit 
be  instituted  by  the  heir.  Ibid. 

5.  The  amount  of  deterioration  of  an 
estate  pending  a  smt  for  specific 
perfbrmance  having  been  ascer- 
tained by  an  issue,  die  purchaser 
was  aUowed  it  out  of  his  purchase- 
money,  which  he  had  paid  into 
Court  under  an  order,  with  interest 
from  the  time  when  he  paid  in  his 
money.  [Fergtuon  v.  Tadman]  530 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 
See  SE!trLhMSXT. — FRAUDy  i. 

VOUCHERS. 
Where  the  usual  decree  ibr  accounts 
agamst  «  personal  representative 
has  been  taken  upon  motion^  the 
Master  ought  to  require  the  vouch- 
ers to  be  produced,  although  the 
answer  is  not  replied  to.  [Daven- 
port v^  Davenport}     -    -    -    513 

WASTE. 
See  TiMBBR. 

WEST  INDIA  ESTATE. 
Semble^  that  by  a  devise  of  a  W«st 
India  plantation,  the  stock,  imple- 
ments, utensils,  &c.  upon  it,  will 
pass.    [Lushington  v.  Sewell]    435 


WIt)OW. 


The  personal  estate  of  an  honorary 
freeman  of  the  city  of  London  is, 
in  case  of  his  dying  intestate,  dis- 
tributable according  to  the  custom 
of  London  :  and  his  widow  is  not 
barred  of  her  customary  share  by 
a  settlement  which  is  expressed  to 
be  in  lieu  of  all  dower  or  thirds 
or  other  portion  at  common  law, 
or  otherwise,  out  of  his  freehold 
and  copyhold  lands.  [Onsbto  v. 
Onslono)]   .-•-.•.18 

wau 

1.  Testator  gave  his  rea)  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  persons  whom  he 
afterwards  appointed  his  •execu- 
tors, in  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to 
sell  an  advowson,  and  apply  the 
proceeds  in  discharge  of  hk  debts 
and  legacies,  and,  if  they  should 
be  insufficient,  then  to  raise  the 
deficiency  by  sale  or  mortgage  of 
his  real  estates,  and  directed  his 
executors  to  retain  their  expenses, 
but  did  not  expressly  declare  any 
trust  of  his  personal  estate :  Held 
that  the  personal  estate  was  pri- 
marily applicable  to  the  payment 
of  the  testator's  debts.  [Rhodes  v. 
Rtu^e] 79 

2.  Tenant  for  life,  iiniiif>eachable 
-of  waste  except  in  the  park, 
demesne  lands  and  woods  ad- 
joining the  capital  messuage,  there 
beii\g  no  woods  of  that  description, 
cannot  cut  timber  in  any  of  the 
woods  that  are  either  an  ornament 
or  shelter  to  the  messuage.  [N'eW' 
digateY.Netodigate]  -    -    -    131 
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2»  Testatrix  gave  her  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees  to  sell,  and 
directed  that  the  proceeds  of  the 
real  estate  should  be  taken  as  part 
of  her  personal  estate,  that  out  of 
the  monies  to  arise  by  such  sale, 
and  out  of  all  other  her  personal 
estate  her  legacies  should  be  paid, 
and  gave  the  residue  to  A.  for 
life,  with  remainder  over  :  Held 
that  the  real  estate  was  absolutely 
converted  into  personalty,  and 
that  some  of  the  legacies  which 
had  lapsed  belonged  to  the  resi- 
duary legatee  and  not  to  the  heir. 
The  legacies  not  having  been  paid 
within  a  year  after  the  testatrix's 
death,  A.  is  not  entitled  to  that 
year's  income,  but  it  forms  part  of 
the  capital  of  the  residue.  [Avu 
phleH  v.  Farke]     -    -    -    -     275 

4.  A  feme  coverte  having  power  to 
dipose  by  will  of  personal  pro- 
perty, and  of  a  real  estate  at  N. 
by  her  will,  after  reciting  the 
power,    gave   several    pecuniary 

'  legacies,  and  then  gave  to  her 
husband  her  fields  and  house  at 
N.)  likewise  the  remainder  of  her 
personalty,  and  all  she  might  die 
possessed  of,  after  payment  of  her 
debts,  legacies,  and  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses :  Held  that 
the  husband  took  a  llfe^estate  only 
in  the  realty,  notwithstanding  the 
gift  to  him  of  all  the  testatrix 
might  die  possessed  of.  IMonk  v. 
Matodslei/]  ------    286 

5.  A  testator  gave  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  trustees  in  trust, 
as  to  one  moiety,  for  A.  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  her  children, 
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and,  as  to  the  other  moiety,  for 
B.  and  her  children  in  like  man- 
ner. By  a  codicil  he  declared  that 
his  estates  should  not  be  divided 
equally  between  A.  and  B.,  but  in 
proportion  to  the  number  of  their 
children;  and  he  left  A.  and  B. 
jointly,  his  residuary  legatees.  By 
another  codicil,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent disputes,  he  gave  one  of  his 
estates  to  A.  and  her  heirs,  and 
the  other  to  B.  and  her  heirs,  the 
number  of  their  children  nearly 
equalizing  the  value  of  the  two 
estates.  In  a  subsequent  codicil 
he  mentioned  that  he  had  be* 
queathed  the  first  estate  to  A.  and 
her  children,  and  the  second  to  B. 
and  her  children:  Held  that  A. 
and  B.  were  enUtled  to  these  es- 
tates for  their  lives  only,  with  re- 
mainders to  their  children  ;  and 
that  they  were  not  entitled  to  the 
personal  estate  absolutely,  but  for 
their  lives  only,  with  remainders 
to  their  children,  and  in  shares 
proportioned  to  the  number  of 
their  children.  ILushington  v. 
Sewell] 435 

6.  A  testator  directed  that  one  of  his 
residuary  legatees  should  be  an- 
swerable for  all  debts  due  to  him 
from  the  father  of  the  legatee.  A 
debt,  though  usurious,  must  be  de- 
ducted from  the  legatee's  share. 
[Stanion  y.  Knight]  -    -     -    482 

7.  Execution  of  a  trust,  created  by 
will,  to  purchase  land  to  be  added 
and  closely  entailed  to  testator'^ 
family  estate,  in  possession  of  T.  B.; 
testator  declaring  that  his  object 
was  to  have  a  head  to  the  family ; 


I    N    D 

wd  that  if  T.  B.  should  die  with- 
out male  issue,  or  dispose  of  the 
fiunily  estate,  the  residue  of  his 
fortune  should  g^  to  A.  B.  or  his 
nearest  relative  in  the  male  line. 
[JVoolmorev*  Burrom]  •    .    51a 

8.  Testator  having  given  an  annuiqr 
to  one  of  his  next  of  kin,  and  ex- 
pressed a  reason  for  giving  nothing 
to  the  others,  gave  the  residue  of 
his  property  to  his  wife,  recom- 
mending to  her,  and  not  doubting 
that  she  would  consider  his  nearest 
relations,  as  he  would  have  done 
had  he  survived  her.  Held  that 
there  is  no  trust  for  the  next  of  kin, 
but  that  the  wife  takes  the  residue 
absolutely.    [Sale  v.  Moore]  -  534 

S*  Testator  after  giving  his  real  and 
and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  in 
fee,  said  that  he  had  given  the  same 
to  her,  unfettered  and  unlimited, 
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in  full  confidence  that,  in  her  future 
disposition  thereof,  she  would  dis- 
tinguish the  heirs  of  his  late  fiuher, 
by  devising  the  whole  of  his  estate 
together  and  entire,  to  such  of  his 
Other's  heirs  as  she  might  think 
best  deserved  her  preference.  Held 
that  no  trust  was  created.  [Mere" 
dith  V.  Heneage]  -    -    -    -    549 

S^eCoKSTRUCTioy;  Conversiok.-^ 
Dbviss*— West  India  Estate. 

WITNESS. 

A  witness  who  had  answered  some  of 
the  interrogatories,  but  refused  to 
answer  the  others,  was  ordered  to 
answer  those  interrogatories  within 
four  days  or  to  stand  committed. 
[Austin  V.  Prince]      -     -     -     J48 

See  Depositions,  2. — Practice,  i. 
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DIGEST  OF  REPORTS. 

The  foUowiDg  WORKS  will  be  found  to  preitut  om  continued  Serief  uf  tlie  Digests  of  Repottfy 

from  the  eojrliest  to  the  latest  Period : 

/lilt  PfMitked,  in  s  large  vab.  royal  8vo.  3I.  6s.  bnardt, 

Dediested,  by  Permisiian*  to  die  Eigbt  Honovrable  Lonrd  Tsntxrdbk. 

An  ANALYTIC^VL  I>IGEST£D  INDEX  to  the  COBfMON  LAW  REPORTS,  from  the  time 
of  Henry  III.  to  the  commencement  of  the  Reign  of  George  III. ;  with  Tables  of  the  "Htles  and 
Names  of  Cases,  canUnnrng  tke  tubstance  ef  above  Ome  hundred  and  /yh/  Voluma, 

By  TuoKAs  CovBNTKT,  Esq.  of  Liacebi's-lMi,  Barrister  at  Law,  and 

SaMVBt  HvoRBs,  Esq.  of  die  liner  Temple. 


List  qfHepcrUjrcm  uikich  0iu  D^est  Aos  been  eampOed: 


Aleyn» 

Anderson^ 

Andrews, 

Bamardiston, 

Barnes, 

Bendloe, 

Benloe&DaB- 

son, 
Blackstone,  Sir 

Wm. 
Bridgman,  J. 
Bridgman,  Orl. 
BtownKyw  and 
Goldesborough, 
Bnlstrode, 
Baabniy, 


Burrow,  Fitzgibbou, 

Burrow's  Settle- Foley, 

mcot  Cases,   Forteecne, 
Carter,  Foster, 

Carthew,  Freeman, 

Cases    temp.     Gilbert, 

tiardwicke,    Godboit, 
Cases  ofPractice  Goldsborough, 

in  C  P.  Hardres, 

CUyton,  Hetley, 

Ceke,  Hobart, 

Comberbach,     Holt, 


Gon^yns, 

Croke, 
Davies, 


UnttoB, 
Jenkins, 
Jones, 
Jbnei,6srWm. 


Kebie, 
Keilwey« 
Kelyng,  J. 
Kelvnge,  Sir 

Kenyon, 
Latch, 
Leonard, 
Levini^ 

Ley. 

Lilly, 

Littleton, 

Lutwvche, 

Mafch, 

Modem, 


Moore, 

Noy, 

Owen^ 

Palmer, 

Parker, 

Plowden, 

PoUexfen, 

Popbam, 

Practical  Cases 

inK.B. 
Raymond,  Ld. 
Bayinand,  T« 
l^idgeway, 
Rolte, 
Sfllkeld, 


'Ssunders, 

SaWiie, 

Sayer, 

Shower, 

Siderfin, 

Skinner, 

Strange, 

Styles, 

Vaughan, 

Ventris, 

WlUes, 

Wilson, 

Winch, 

Year  Books, 

Yelverton. 


To  render  the  Woik  more  extensirely  useful,  the  whole  of  the  modem  matter  to  be  fonnd  in 
the  wdnable  Notes  to  many  of  the  Reports  has  been  faithfully  embodied,  and  references  have 
been  also  made  to  contemporaneous  Reports  in  the  Courts  of  Equity,  and  a^so  to  important  recent 
decisions  and  stitutes,  showing  ttie  aiteiracfons  which  have  been  made  «n  partkuhir  branches  of 
the  law. 

Tkit  Work  will  be  found  an  exceUent  tuhstUuU  for  the  old  Reportt,  as  well  as  an  ample  guide  to 
thafoundation  cf  the  modem  Reports, 


Anstratber, 
H.  Blackstone, 
W.  Blackstone, 
Bosanquet  &  Puller, 
Bamewall  &  Alderson, 
Bamewallfic  Cresswell, 
Broderip  &  Bingham, 


Forrest, 

Kenyon, 

Lofft, 

Marshall, 

Maule  &  Selwyn» 

M'Cleland, 

Moere, 


New  Reports, 

Price, 

Smith, 

Taunton, 

Wightwick, 

and  Wilson, 


In  a  large  vols,  royal  Svo,  at.  los.  hoards, 

A  DIGESTED  INDEX  to  the  TERM  REPORTS,  and  others,  analytically  arranged ; 
containing  all  the  points  of  Law  argued  and  determined  in  the  Courts  of  King*8  Bench,  Common 
Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  during  the  Reign  of  George  ILL  to  the  8th  year  of  George  IV.  contained 
in  the  Reports  of 

Borrow, 

Cbitty, 

Cowiver, 

DousHis, 

Dowling  &  Ryland, 

Durnfond  &  East, 

East, 

with  Tables  of  Reference,  &c. ;  containing  the  substance  of  above  One  hundred  and  twenty  Vohtmes, 
Second  Edition,  considerably  improved  and  enlarged,  and  brought  down  to  the  year  1827. 

By  Anthont  Hammond,  Esq.  of  the  Inner  Temple. 

The  preceding  Works  may  be  continued  annually  by 
THE  ANNUAL  LAW  DIGEST,  in  royal  Svo.  price  9 s,  boards, 

AN  ANALYTICAL  DIGEST  of  the  REPORTS  of  CASES  decided  in  the  Courts  of  King's 
Bench  and  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  in  Chancery,  at  the  Rolls,  and  in  the  Vice>Chao- 
cellor's  Court ;  in  Parliament,  in  the  Consistory  Court,  Arches  Court,  Prerogative  and  Peculiars, 
and  in  Bankruptcy,  Nisi  Prius  and  Crown  Cases,  decided  in  the  year  1828  ;  continued  annually. 

By  Henry  Jeremy,  Esq.  Barrister  at  Law. 

This  Work,  on  perusal,  will  be  found  tf  great  value,  as  it  embraces  and  presents  at  one  viev  all 
the  decisions  of  the  different  Courts  that  arise  in  the  course  of  the  preceding  j^ftir ;  and,  from  the 
circumstance  rf  being  publi^ed  annually,  affords  a  ready  reference  to  all  the  points  decided  during 
that  period. 
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